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 Abstract 
 
 
This study investigates the development of Mandarin in English-Mandarin bilingual 
children compared to their monolingual peers in a childcare centre in mainland China. 
It also examines the qualitative and quantitative aspects of input of the bilingual 
children’s Mandarin development. Many previous studies examined bilingual children 
acquiring two languages in one-parent-one-language input conditions (e.g. De 
Houwer, 1990; Döpke, 2000; Meisel, 1990a; Paradis & Genesee, 1996; Ronjat, 1913; 
Silva-Corvalán, 2014; Thordardottir, 2014; Unsworth, 2014; Volterra & Taeschner, 
1978), and most focused on children developing two Indo-European languages (cf. W 
Li, 2010; Yip & Matthews, 2007). However, the most common situation of children 
growing up bilingually takes place in immigration contexts where they are exposed to 
one language one environment mode (Qi, Di Biase, & Campbell, 2006). To date, this 
type of bilingual development has not received much attention. 
 
In recent years a growing number of native English-speaking people came to work or 
study in mainland China and their children became bilingual in context-bound one-
language-one-environment situations, similar to most other children growing up in 
immigrant families. This means these children acquire English at home and Mandarin 
elsewhere e.g., at childcare centres. The effect of teachers’ input at childcare centres 
on the mainstream language development of bilingual children has rarely been 
studied. Research questions thus follow: a) How do these bilingual children develop 
their Mandarin in the childcare centres? b) What role does input from teachers play 
in these children’s Mandarin development?  
 
In order to address these questions, I carried out a multiple case study on seven three-
to-five-year-old English-Mandarin bilingual children in a Chinese childcare centre. 
The main data includes a corpus of recordings of speech produced by the bilingual 
children, their monolingual peers and their teachers in the same childcare centre in the 
course of various activities over a four-month school term. I also collected 
supplementary data supplied by parents and teachers of the bilingual children, 
including questionnaires and interviews with them. In addition, some elicited 
x 
 
comprehension and production tasks were proposed to bilingual children and their 
monolingual peers to complement the corpus data.  
 
Two linguistic domains, namely, Mandarin noun classifier and prepositional phrase 
(PP) with zài ‘at’, are targeted for investigation as they manifest significant 
typological differences from the bilingual children’s other language – English. For 
each domain of investigation, three types of comparison between bilingual children 
and their monolingual peers are focused on: (a) whether there exists different or 
similar patterns of acquisition, (b) whether different input conditions result in 
different patterns of acquisition, and (c) whether the input from teachers influences 
acquisition pathways in these two domains. 
 
Results reveal that bilingual children show a pattern similar to their monolingual peers 
in the acquisition of Mandarin noun classifiers. Both bilinguals and monolinguals 
predominantly use (and overuse) the general classifier gè while use of specific 
classifiers is rare. Children in either group rarely omit an obligatory classifier. 
Bilingual children’s patterns of classifier acquisition are not as variable as their input, 
measured by the cumulative length of Mandarin exposure (CLME). Moreover, the 
pattern of teachers’ use of classifiers appears to significantly influence both bilingual 
and monolingual children’s acquisition within this domain. Firstly, that specific 
classifiers are quite rarely used by children is reflected in the input from teachers. 
Secondly, teachers never omit a classifier when it is obligatory, which may help 
children to know the obligatory use in practice. Thirdly, cases of children’s overuse of 
the general classifier gè have also been found in teachers’ productions, although the 
rate of overusing is much lower than that of the children. 
 
However, in the domain of Mandarin locative PP headed by zài ‘at’, it is found that 
bilingual children follow a different pattern compared to their monolingual peers. 
Bilinguals show a strong preference for postverbal locative PP with zài, but preverbal 
and postverbal zài-PPs are equally divided in monolinguals. Moreover, about half of 
the postverbal zài-PP utterances produced by bilinguals are non-target. In sharp 
contrast, non-target postverbal zài-PP sentences were not observed in the monolingual 
children’s productions. Comparison among the bilinguals found that although children 
xi 
 
with a larger amount of Mandarin exposure generally develop to a more advanced 
stage than others, those who use Mandarin more often do not lag behind even when 
their exposure time is less than others. Results from the analysis of teachers’ input 
show that teachers’ frequency of use of postverbal zài-PP may influence the 
children’s production in this domain. However, teachers’ use of zai-PPs has 
consistently shown to be target-like.  The results show that there is a possibility that 
bilingual children’s non-target placement of zài-PPs reflects cross-linguistic influence 
from the structure of the English prepositional phrase.  
 
Findings from this research will offer new insights about language contact and 
interaction in bilingual development. They will also shed light on the nature of input 
in the challenging aspects of bilingual children’s linguistic development.  
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Chapter 1  Introduction 
1.1  Background of the Study 
Many children become bilingual by hearing two languages either from birth or in 
early childhood. It has been estimated that, worldwide, there are even more bilingual 
children than monolingual children (Tucker, 1998). The earliest study of how a child 
acquires two languages appeared in Ronjat (1913) who studied his son’s development 
of German and French longitudinally. Ronjat adopted ‘one-person-one-language’ rule 
suggested by Grammont to raise his son as a bilingual child. Another classic study 
was conducted by Leopold (1939–1949) who investigated bilingual acquisition of 
German and English by his daughter Hildegard. This was regarded as the most precise 
and comprehensive longitudinal case study of bilingual development. Thereafter, the 
majority of research on childhood bilingualism focuses on children’s development of 
two European languages. These studies have contributed greatly to our understanding 
of how children develop two languages, while at the same time they have generated a 
series of theoretical issues of bilingual development, such as whether bilingual 
children show the same pattern of language development as their monolingual peers. 
Given that the pair of languages featured in these studies are mostly European 
languages – which are closer typologically and/or genetically – it is also necessary to 
include studies pairing typologically distant languages in order to investigate the 
theoretical issues and hypotheses. 
 
The number of studies on Chinese languages, which are topologically distant from 
European languages, has been increasing for the target languages in bilingual 
acquisition research, especially from the beginning of 21st century. For example, Yip 
and Matthews’ (2000, 2007) longitudinal multiple case study of children acquiring 
Cantonese and English found that the route of bilingual development may be quite 
different from that of developing two European languages (e.g. De Houwer, 1990).
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Another noteworthy situation in bilingual acquisition research is that most of the studies 
focused on investigating children’s bilingual development in one-parent-one-language 
family contexts (e.g. Caldas, 2006; De Houwer, 1990; Döpke, 1992; Leopold, 1939–
1949; Ronjat, 1913; Saunders, 1988; Takeuchi, 2006; Yip & Matthews, 2007). 
However, children become bilingual in a variety of ways (Zhu & Li, 2005), and ‘one-
parent-one-language’ bilingualism is only one of the six categories described in 
Romaine (1995). There are a large number of children in the world who become 
bilingual from being exposed to two languages in quite different input conditions. For 
instance, children born into immigrant families are usually exposed to a minority 
language at home where both parents are native speakers of this language, and to the 
mainstream language outside of the home，which is context-bound one language one 
environment. For example, Qi (2011) investigated how children of immigrant families 
develop Mandarin as their minority language and English as their mainstream language 
in Australia. However, research in bilingualism has isolated an emerging bilingual 
population; that is, children currently living in mainland China who have moved there 
from other countries.  
 
As a rising economy in East Asia, China has been attracting an increasing number of 
people from across the world to work or study there. According to China’s sixth 
national population census in 2010, there were nearly 600,000 people in mainland 
China hailing from other countries, with the number of people from South Korea, 
United States and Japan exceeding that of any other country (Song, 2013). Around half 
of the foreign population had lived in China for over two years, and more than a quarter 
for over five years. Of the 600,000 foreign expatriates, around 80,000 were children 
aged from zero to nine-years-old. Amongst these were a large number of citizens from 
English-speaking countries. Many of the children came to China with their parents 
when they were very young, and some were even born in China. These children became 
bilinguals in context-bound, one-language-one-environment situations, that is, they 
acquired English at home from their parents and Mandarin from their teachers and peers 
at childcare centres. 
   
How do these bilingual children develop their Mandarin while English is their home 
language? What role does input play in these children’s Mandarin developmentat 
3 
 
childcare centres? This research will be the first longitudinal, multiple case study on 
Mandarin development of seven three-to-five-year-old English-Mandarin bilingual 
children at a childcare centre in mainland China. 
 
1.2  Aims of the Study 
The aim of this study is to examine English-Mandarin bilingual children’s linguistic 
development in Mandarin noun classifier and locative Prepositional Phrase (PP) with 
zài ‘at’, with Mandarin-speaking monolinguals as controls. It will also investigate 
how input factors influence their development in these two domains. 
 
In order to achieve the objectives, I have carried out a multiple case study on seven 
English-Mandarin bilingual children in a Chinese childcare centre. The data to be 
analysed in this study include (1) a corpus of weekly recordings of various activities 
in the childcare centre over a four-month school term, covering naturalistic speech 
produced by the bilingual children, their monolingual peers and teachers; (2) 
questionnaires filled in by both parents and teachers of bilingual children; (3) 
interviews with bilingual children, their parents and teachers; (4) some elicitation 
tasks on classifiers to complement the corpus data. 
 
Mandarin is a classifier language, while English is non-classifier language (Gil, 2013). 
Yip and Matthews (2010) pointed out that classifier systems, a salient typological 
property of Chinese languages, may pose problems for bilingual children when paired 
with a non-classifier language such as English. One study concerning the acquisition 
of Cantonese classifiers appeared in W. Li and Lee (2001) who examined the use of 
Cantonese classifiers by 34 young, British-born Chinese aged between five and 16. 
The results show that the bilinguals overuse the general classifier goh3 and have 
difficulties with specific Cantonese classifiers, which may be due to incomplete 
Cantonese learning and the influence from English. Gao (2010), using a group of 30 
Chinese-Swedish bilinguals aged between five and 16 as controls, tested the learning 
strategy differences between adult L2 learners and bilingual children’s production of 
Mandarin classifiers. The findings were that bilingual children perform better than 
adult L2 learners. The contexts of the two researches are both in Europe where 
Chinese (either Cantonese or Mandarin) is a home language for the bilingual children. 
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It is not known how bilingual children acquire Mandarin classifiers when English is 
their home language and their acquisition context is in a childcare centre in mainland 
China where Mandarin is the mainstream language. 
 
The corpus data with classifier productions from bilingual children, their monolingual 
peers and teachers, enable us to conduct a comparative study. First, I examined if 
bilingual children show a different pattern of classifier acquisition compared to their 
monolingual peers. The pattern to be investigated includes the repertoire of classifiers 
produced, syntactic structures such as whether the obligatory classifier is missing, and 
overuse of general classifier. Second, I examined if the seven bilingual children with 
different input conditions showed a different pattern of classifier acquisition. Third, I 
investigated how teachers’ use of classifiers (the input) influences children’s acquisition 
pattern. Besides corpus data, classifier elicitation tasks are also implemented to test 
children’s knowledge of certain frequently used classifiers. 
 
The second domain of investigation in this study focuses on bilingual children’s 
acquisition of Mandarin PP with zài – ‘at’. Locative PP is another area in which Chinese 
and English show typological differences. The two languages in the word order of PPs 
are contrastive but also partially overlapped. Both languages allow locative PPs as topics 
placed in the beginning of a sentence. Apart from locative PPs serving as topics, locative 
PPs in English are placed after the verb, but not immediately before the verb. In Chinese 
languages such as Cantonese and Mandarin, all verbs allow locative PPs placed before 
the verb and only a limited number of verbs allow the placement of PPs in both preverbal 
and postverbal positions. There is evidence that the complexity of the word order of 
Chinese locative PPs and the overlapped structure with English has posed challenges for 
Chinese-English bilingual children. For example, Yip and Matthews (2007) found that 
Cantonese-English bilingual children in their study produced non-target [V PP] structures 
and showed a preference for postverbal PPs, even though Cantonese is their dominant 
language. Similar to the investigations in the domain of classifiers, I use three approaches 
in a comparative study of productions of PPs with zài in the corpus. Firstly, I examine if 
bilingual children show a different pattern for the acquisition of locative PPs with zài, 
which includes whether they produce non-target structures while monolinguals do not. 
Also whether bilinguals show preferences for postverbal PPs. Then, the same comparison 
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is made for bilingual children in order to discover whether different input conditions 
might lead to different patterns. Thirdly, I investigate the influence of input (teachers’ use 
of PPs) on bilingual children’s acquisition. 
 
Another goal of this project is to investigate the influence of input on bilingual 
children’s development of Mandarin. The relationship between bilingual input and 
bilingual children’s proficiency level in their two languages is a common concern for 
both researchers who study bilingualism and parents who raise children bilingually. 
Growing evidence shows that in bilingual communities where one language is 
dominant, generally it is not a problem for children to acquire the mainstream 
language, while their acquisition of the minority language can be hampered under 
conditions of reduced input (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). Many studies indicate that 
there is a significant correlation between input factors such as quantity and quality of 
input, age of exposure, etc. and children’s bilingual development; the minority 
language in particular (Blom, 2010; W. H. Chan & Nicoladis, 2010; Gathercole & 
Thomas, 2009; Hoff, Welsh, Place, & Ribot, 2014; Kasuya, 1998; La Morgia, 2011; 
Montrul, 2008; Morgia, 2015; Nicoladis, 2001; Thordardottir, 2011, 2014; Unsworth, 
2015). It is unknown if similar findings will be elicited from an examination of 
English-Mandarin bilingual children in mainland China where Mandarin is the 
language of mainstream society and English is their home language.  
 
Detailed questionnaires completed by parents and teachers plus interviews with them 
– together with two years of observation of these children by this researcher  – have 
provided data concerning each bilingual child’s input conditions. Both qualitative and 
quantitative input factors will be examined to know their influence on the bilingual 
children’s development of Mandarin. The qualitative aspects of their Mandarin input, 
which will be discussed in relation to their Mandarin development, include sources 
and richness of input, variety of input, native and non-native input (Hoff & Core, 
2013; Quay & Montanari, 2016; Unsworth, 2016). The input quantity is measured by 
the cumulative length of exposure (Gutierrez-Clellen & Kreiter, 2003; Unsworth, 
2013a). 
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1.3  Significance of the Study 
There are both theoretical and practical significance for studying the development of 
Mandarin in bilingual contexts. Mandarin, a language spoken by the largest number of 
people in the world, is one of the under-studied languages in bilingual acquisition 
research.  
 
First, Mandarin is typologically distant from English; pairing these two languages and 
studying aspects of their distinctive structures such as classifiers, the word order of PP 
will have theoretical implications for our understanding of childhood bilingualism (Qi, 
Di Biase & Campbell, 2006; Yip and Matthew, 2010).  
 
Second, this bilingual acquisition study is carried out in school contexts of a childcare 
environment in an emerging bilingual population in mainland China where childhood 
bilingualism has seldom been investigated. Researching bilingual acquisition in 
different learning and social contexts helps us see which aspects of bilingual 
development commonly exist for all bilingual children and what can be varied across 
different contexts.  
 
Third, this study shows validity and reliability for input analysis, as well as bilingual 
and monolingual comparison study. Mandarin input at school is the main source of 
input for bilingual children. The analysis of teachers’ talk reveals how the input may 
influence bilingual children’s development of Mandarin. The Mandarin-speaking 
monolingual children, who are classmates of the bilingual children, serve as perfect 
monolingual controls. This allows us to understand the similarities and differences 
between the two groups.  
 
Fourth, comparison among bilinguals themselves is possible as this study involves 
seven bilingual children from four different families –which demonstrate advantages 
over single-case studies. In addition, both parents’ and teachers’ participation in this 
study enables us to create a more holistic picture of bilingual children’s development, 
including language history, language use, language proficiency etc.  
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The practical significance of this study lies in informing parents and early childhood 
educators how to nurture bilingual children in developing two languages, especially in 
migrant children. It may also inspire parents in implementing strategies to facilitate the 
development of the weaker language and to maintain the home language at a high level. 
 
It is anticipated that findings from this research will offer new insights about language 
contact and interaction in bilingual development. It will also shed light on the nature 
of input in the challenging aspects of bilingual children’s linguistic development.  
 
1.4  Thesis Outline 
This thesis consists of seven chapters. Following this introduction in Chapter 1, 
Chapter 2 provides a review of literature in bilingual acquisition research. It presents 
an overview of some key issues, including current, hotly debated ones in bilingual 
acquisition research. First, it is proposed that bilingual children are classified into 
simultaneous or successive bilinguals based on their age of first exposure to two 
languages. Next, previous research on the relationship between a bilingual child’s two 
developing grammatical systems is presented. This is followed by a description of 
how language dominance is usually assessed and the relationship between the 
dominant language and the weaker language. Following this, the role of input in 
bilingual acquisition is discussed, including types and sources, quantity and quality of 
input. Finally, output and context in bilingual acquisition are presented. The last 
section concludes with a discussion of research gaps.  
 
Chapter 3 presents the methodology of this study. First, the case study approach is 
introduced, followed by the profiles of the informants, including the childcare centre, 
the bilingual children, their monolingual peers and their teachers. Following this, 
method of data collection and analysis is presented, as well as a discussion of how the 
bilingual children’s language dominance is measured and how their amount of 
bilingual input is calculated. This chapter concludes with a brief summary.  
 
Chapter 4 presents the findings and discussion of bilingual children’s acquisition of 
Mandarin classifiers. Before the results are presented, the theoretical issues of 
Mandarin classifier are first reviewed, followed by a review of the literature on 
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children’s acquisition of Chinese classifiers. Research gaps are identified and research 
questions are raised following the review. Next, the results are presented from both 
corpus data and data of elicitation tasks. This is followed by a discussion of the results 
to respond to each research question as well as a brief summary. 
 
Chapter 5 presents the second part of this study; bilingual children’s acquisition of 
Mandarin zài-PP. First, a general linguistic account of zài-PP, mainly concerning its 
word order in Mandarin sentences, is outlined. This is followed by a review of how 
children acquire this domain. Then, research questions are raised regarding how the 
bilingual children in this study acquire zài-PP. The next section presents the results 
from the corpus data in which productions of bilingual children, monolingual 
children and teachers are compared. Subsequently, findings are discussed to respond 
to the research questions and compare to previous research.  
 
The findings in Chapter 4 and 5 for the two domains of study are integrated and 
contrasted to form a general discussion in Chapter 6. This chapter features the 
discussion of some hotly debated issues in bilingual acquisition. It is hoped that 
findings of the study may contribute to having a better understanding. The key issues 
discussed include the effect of age of exposure, autonomous and interdependent 
development, possible conditions for cross-linguistic influence, the role of input and 
interactions and the development of the weaker language. The last part of the 
discussion focuses on how these children learn Mandarin while still maintaining a 
high level of English proficiency in China. 
 
Chapter 7, the last chapter of this thesis, concludes this study with a summary of major 
findings. It also presents theoretical and practical implications of the study. Lastly, a 
discussion of the limitation of the study is presented together with suggestions for 
further research.  
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Chapter 2  Bilingual Acquisition Research: A Review 
Worldwide, bilingual children are in the majority (Tucker, 1998), and there will be 
even more children who will grow up in bilingual or multilingual environment as the 
world becomes increasingly globalised. The earliest study of how a child acquires two 
languages appeared in Ronjat (1913) who studied his son’s development of German 
and French longitudinally. Ronjat adopted the ‘one-person-one-language’ rule 
suggested by Grammont to raise his son as a bilingual child. Another classic study 
was made by Leopold (1939–1949) who investigated bilingual acquisition of German 
and English by his daughter Hildegard. This was regarded as the most precise and 
comprehensive longitudinal case study of bilingual development. The number of 
studies on bilingual acquisition has greatly increased over the past two decades, which 
reflects the growing number of researchers in many areas of the globe who are 
interested in studying more diverse language pairs. This chapter reviews some 
robustly debated issues as well as some key factors in bilingual acquisition research.  
 
In section 2.1, the age factor for classifying bilinguals into simultaneous or successive 
bilingual acquisition, or child second language acquisition is discussed. Section 2.2 
presents previous research on the relationship between bilingual children’s two 
developing grammatical systems.  This is followed by the discussion of language 
dominance and the weaker language of bilingual children in section 2.3. In the 
following section (2.4), the role of input in bilingual acquisition, including types and 
sources of input, input quantity and quality, input effects across linguistic domains is 
reviewed. Section 2.5 describes the role of output in bilingual development. Section 
2.6 presents the variety of contexts in which bilingual children develop their two 
languages. The last section concludes this chapter and identifies various research 
gaps. 
 
2.1  Simultaneous and Successive Acquisition 
In the field of childhood bilingualism, the age of first exposure is often the main factor 
for classifying bilinguals into simultaneous or successive bilingual acquisition, or 
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child second language acquisition. De Houwer (1995b) claims that simultaneous 
bilingual acquisition applies to cases where the child is exposed to two languages 
regularly from the first month of birth, and the delay of exposure after six months of 
birth should be successive bilingual acquisition.  
 
However, a number of other researchers (McLaughlin, 1978; Paradis, Genesee, & 
Crago, 2011, p. 59) define simultaneous bilingual acquisition as acquiring two 
languages before the age of three, an age when one language is usually well 
established in both vocabulary and grammar (Paradis et al., 2011).  
 
A number of studies compare simultaneous and successive bilingual children. Some 
studies suggest that simultaneous bilinguals have better second language ability than 
successive ones (Cuza, Pérez-Leroux, & Sánchez, 2013; Granfeldt, Schlyter, & 
Kihlstedt, 2007; Meisel, 2008, 2009; Sebastián-Gallés, Echeverría, & Bosch, 2005). 
Sebastián-Gallés et al. (2005) compare simultaneous Catalan-Spanish bilinguals who 
were exposed to Catalan from birth to those whose exposure to Catalan as their second 
language was around four years of age. The participants were all college students. The 
results showed that simultaneous bilinguals outperformed successive bilinguals in the 
ability for perceiving Catalan words. Granfeldt et al. (2007) compared three groups of 
children’s (monolinguals, simultaneous bilinguals, and L2 children) acquisition of 
several grammatical domains in French. Their findings indicate that children whose 
exposure to French before three years of age years was similar to monolingual controls, 
while exposure to French between three to six years of age were more similar to L2 
adults.  Meisel (2009) examined the acquisition of grammatical gender, finiteness and 
subject clitics in French by German-French bilingual children whose first exposure to 
French ranged from two to four years of age. He found that children whose exposure 
to French at three to seven years of age or older showed different error patterns to 
those whose exposure occurred earlier. Thus Meisel (2009) suggested that age four be 
the dividing line between simultaneous bilingual acquisition and child second 
language acquisition for some aspects of morphosyntax development. Cuza et al. 
(2013) examined the acquisition of object clitics in Spanish by simultaneous and 
successive Chinese-Spanish bilinguals. Their findings indicated that simultaneous 
11 
 
bilinguals are similar to monolingual Spanish-speaking controls in the grammatical 
ability of object drop in Spanish.  
 
However, the successive bilinguals showed more deficits in this domain than 
simultaneous bilinguals. Some other studies, however, have not shown differences 
between simultaneous and successive bilinguals (e.g. Kim, Park, & Lust, 2016; 
Unsworth, 2013a). Unsworth (2013a) compared the acquisition of grammatical gender 
in Dutch by three different groups of Dutch-English bilinguals: simultaneous bilingual 
children (exposure to Dutch and English from birth), early successive bilingual 
children (exposure to English from birth and Dutch after one years of age but before 
four) and second language children (exposure to English from birth and Dutch from 
four to 10 years of age). The results showed that the three groups of bilinguals did not 
show any significant differences in the error patterns of gender in Dutch, which was in 
contrast to Meisel (2009). However, Unsworth (2013a) points out, for some other 
domains, early successive bilingual children and child second language children 
produces significantly more errors than simultaneous bilingual children, such as the 
use of bare adjectives where inflected ones are required in Dutch. Another more recent 
study compares two simultaneous bilingual children (exposure to English and Korean 
from birth) and two successive bilingual children in vocabulary, grammar and 
narrative ability of their two languages, Korean and English (Kim et al., 2016). The 
results show that simultaneous bilingual children are not necessarily different from 
successive ones. Their results suggest that the different performance among bilinguals 
may not be due solely to time of first exposure.  
 
Some researchers consider children’s exposure to a second language after their first 
birthday as early child second language acquisition (e.g. Cenoz & Jsessner, 2000; 
W.Li, 2011). These children are usually born in their parents’ home country but move 
to another country at a very young age where they are exposed to their second 
language before their first language is fully developed. According to Tabors (2008), 
early child second language learners go through four developmental stages of the 
second language development:  
Stage 1: the child continues to use their first (home) language even in a second 
language environment(e.g. at school);  
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Stage 2: the child is silent in a second language environment;  
Stage 3: the child uses the second language in a formulaic way;  
Stage 4: the child is productive in using the second language.  
 
W.Li (2011) investigated the English development of three Chinese children who 
moved to Britain after their first birthday. Through the longitudinal case study, he 
found that the  children’s Chinese continued to develop even though English exposure 
increased gradually in both quantity and quality (variety of speakers). The children’s 
English development showed influence from their Chinese in terms of a higher 
proportion of translation equivalents and some production errors attributed to cross-
linguistic transfer. 
 
2.2  Separate Development and Crosslinguistic Influence 
What is the relationship between a bilingual child’s two developing grammatical 
ssystems? Earlier studies claim that children who are exposed to two languages are 
not able to differentiate the languages initially (Leopold, 1939–1949; Volterra & 
Taeschner, 1978), and only in the second and third stages children start to differentiate 
the lexicon and syntax of the two languages. The three stages of bilingual 
development from ‘confusion to differentiation’ proposed by Volterra and Taeschner 
(1978), is known as the ‘unitary-language system model’. More follow-up studies 
show that bilingual children can differentiate their two languages from early on (De 
Houwer, 1990; Genesee, 1989; Genesee, Nicoladis, & Paradis, 1995; Meisel, 1989), 
and even for phonological systems of closely related languages like Spanish and 
Catalan (Bosch & Sebastian-Galles, 2001).  
 
Although there is broad consensus that bilingual children’s two languages develop 
separately, there are still two different positions as regard to the relationship between 
the two developing linguistic systems. One position is that a bilingual child develops 
entirely two separate systems entirely independently of one another, known as 
Separate Developmet Hypothesis (De Houwer, 1990, 2009). Another theoretical 
position holds that  there exists interactions and cross-linguistic influence between a 
bilingual child’s two linguistic systems although these systems are separate (Döpke, 
2000; Yip & Matthews, 2007). 
13 
 
 
A number of researchers find that bilingual children develop their two languages 
independently as monolingual children’s acquisition of respective languages (De 
Houwer, 1990, 2009; Meisel, 2001, 2007; Paradis & Genesee, 1996). In an earlier 
study by De Houwer (1990), it was shown that the Dutch-English bilingual child Kate 
developed both languages similarly to monolinguals. In De Houwer’s (1990a, p. 339) 
words, “Kate can be seen as two monolingual children in one.” Paradis and Genesee 
(1996) studied three English-French children’s acquisition of functional categories 
(finiteness, agreement, and negation) of the two languages, and found no evidence of 
transfer, acceleration or delay in acquisition. Their findings showed that bilingual 
children’s grammars develop separately.  
 
Chang-Smith (2010) compares the development of a Mandarin-English bilingual child 
in Australia to a Mandarin-speaking monolingual child in the acquisition of Mandarin 
nominal structure. She found that the bilingual child and monolingual child show the 
same developmental pattern and no transfer was observed from the child’s English to 
Mandarin. Studies by Qi (2011) of a Mandarin-English bilingual child also showed that 
the child’s two languages developed separately. Although the child’s weaker Language-
English was delayed due to less exposure before school, Qi did not find any cross-
linguistic influence from the dominant language Mandarin to English at that stage. 
Itani-Adams (2013) carried out a longitudinal study on the bilingual development of a 
Japanese-English bilingual child in Australia. The results supported the separate 
development hypothesis in her observation of the child’s acquisition of lexicon, 
morphology and word order in two languages. A recent study of two five-year-old 
Serbian-English bilingual children in Australia also indicates that the English 
development of the bilingual children is similar to their English-speaking monolingual 
control (Medojević, 2014). In a more recent study, Park-Johnson (2016) observed 
acquisition of ‘wh-questions’ by seven Korean-English bilingual children living in the 
United States. Like Qi (2010) and Qi, Di Biase & Campbell  (2006), her findings did 
not show any direct influence from Korean to English for wh-in-situ information.   
 
Most research supporting separate development is based on the similarity of bilingual 
and monolingual acquisition. However, Qi, Di Biase & Campbell’s  (2006) study 
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deomontrates that two languages can be differentiated from very early on but the 
Mandarin-English bilingual child’s two languages can develop in different pace, 
routes and strategies. W. Li (2010) also points out that the similarities do not mean the 
two languages develop in the same way or at the same speed, or that the two 
languages do not influence or interact with each other. Grosjean (1989) also reminds 
us that a bilingual is not two monolinguals in one.  
 
Evidence of the interaction of two languages in bilingual children has also been found 
among a number of studies (Döpke, 1998, 2000; Gawlitzek-Maiwald & Tracy, 1996; 
Hulk & Müller, 2000; Müller & Hulk, 2001; Yip & Matthews, 2000, 2007). If we 
believe that the two languages of the brain of the bilingual child are not isolated from 
one other, there must be some interaction with each other. The bilingual bootstrapping 
hypothesis proposed by Gawlitzek-Maiwald and Tracy (1996) suggests that children 
may make use of the knowledge of one language acquired to tackle the problem of the 
other language, thus facilitating the learning of the other language. This may be 
reflected in the fact that bilingual children reach the same milestones as monolinguals 
even though they generally receive less input. 
  
The interaction may also manifest transfer, “incorporation of a grammatical property 
into language from the other” (Paradis & Genesee, 1996). Döpke (1998) investigated 
the speech productions of three German-English bilingual children between the ages 
of two and five. She found three stages of the children’s development of German 
word order in the verb phrase. In the early stage of speaking German, children prefer 
XP-V over V-XP as monolingual German children. In the second stage, children 
prefer V-XP word order and also non-target V-XP word order in German were found. 
In the third stage, children worked out the structural overlap and structural difference 
between the two languages.   
 
Yip and Matthews (2000) conducted a case study of a Cantonese-English  bilingual 
child’s acquisition of English in three areas: wh-interrogatives, null objects, and 
relative clauses. Compared to monolingual peers, the bilingual child showed both 
qualitative and quantitative differences, which are attributed to transfer from his 
dominant language Cantonese. Further, Yip and Matthews (2007) found the influence 
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on the children’s dominant language Cantonese from the weaker language English in a 
number of domains as well, such as placement of prepositional phrase, dative 
construction with bei2 ‘give’ and verb particle constructions. These three domains of 
grammar in Cantonese are regarded as vulnerable, as the dominant language being 
influenced by weaker language. These extensive longitudinal multiple case studies on 
more areas of bilingual children’s two languages manifest a high degree of interaction 
between the two developing languages. 
 
Döpke (2000) reviews some language combinations, which generate more or less 
cross-linguistically influenced structures and found that German-English bilingual 
children are more likely to produce non-target structures than their French-English or 
French-German peers. According to Döpke (2000), this difference may be due to the 
complexities of the overlapping structures. She further analysed the domains 
investigated in Paradis and Genesee (1996) for French-English bilingual children and 
Meisel (1990b) for French-German bilinguals, and pointed out in both language 
combinations, the structural similarities assist in the acquisition across languages and 
the differences facilitate the separation of the two languages. For German and English 
combinations, the two languages differ, for example in the word order of verb phrase, 
but also present overlapping structures.  
 
Hulk and Müller (2000) propose that the following two conditions must be satisfied 
for cross-linguistic influence to occur. First, it has to be a domain that involves the 
interface of two modules of grammar; second, there should be structural overlap in the 
surface level of the two languages in the domain. This proposal is supported in some 
studies but not others. For example, Serratrice, Sorace, and Paoli (2004) investigated 
an Italian-English bilingual child’s use of subjects and objects in Italian and English. 
Two groups of monolingual controls were selected in terms of matched MLUw. The 
results showed that much more overt pronominal subjects were used by the bilingual 
child, however, monolinguals usually used null subjects in similar contexts.The 
differences were also found in the use of objects, when the bilingual child used 
pronouns but the monolingual child used pronominal clitics. The child’s use of overt 
objects does not vary in the two languages. The study supports the argument that 
cross-linguistic influence may occur in the interface levels of grammatical domains. 
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Unsworth (2003) investigated a German-English bilingual child’s acquisition of root 
infinitives, which satisfies the two conditions put forward by Hulk and Müller (2000) 
for cross-linguistic influence to occur. It was found that the bilingual child’s 
productions in the domain of root infinitives were consistent with monolingual peers. 
The child showed no qualitative or quantitative cross-linguistic influence. Unsworth 
(2003) suggests that it is necessary to make a distinction between partial overlap and 
complete overlap for the second condition proposed by Hulk and Müller (2000). 
Partial overlap may inhibit the development, while complete overlap may facilitate 
the development of bilingual children’s one language.   
 
2.3  Language Dominance and the Weaker Language 
Balanced bilinguals, “someone whose mastery of two languages is roughly 
equivalent” (W. Li, 2000, p. 6), are rare (Grosjean, 1982). Especially for children who 
are developing two languages, it is common that one of their languages is more 
proficient or dominant than the other. Hence, language dominance is usually defined 
in terms of proficiency (Yip & Matthews, 2006). A dominant language is the one, 
which is more proficient in use (Genesee et al., 1995). Language dominance may shift 
during the lifespan (Romaine, 1995), and this shift is usually more pronounced in 
children (Sheng, Lu, & Gollan, 2014). In bilingual acquisition research, it is important 
to take bilingual children’s differential abilities of their two languages into 
consideration when their linguistic capabilities are assessed and compared with 
monolingual peers or with themselves (Unsworth, 2015).  
 
How to assess bilingual children’s language dominance?  There are both objective and 
subjective measures. Objective measures investigating corpus include comparing 
MLU, upper bound (the longest utterance in a sample) and lexical richness of the two 
languages (Yip, 2013; Yip & Matthews, 2006). Yip and Matthews (2006, p. 108) 
propose the MLU differential – “the difference between MLU scores for a child’s two 
languages at a given sampling point or over a period of development.” They found that 
MLU differentials reflect the unbalanced development of the Cantonese-English 
bilingual children. The greater children’s MLU differential, the more frequently they 
would use null objects in English. Through caculating MLUw differentials of her 
informant’s Mandarin and English, Qi (2011) found that the child’s Mandarin 
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develops faster than his English before 3;4. After this age, the child’s English MLUw 
increased quickly, and by 4;0 his MLUw scores of two languages had much narrowed. 
This shows the dynamic development of a child’s two languages. Another commonly 
used measure of bilingual children’s language dominance is based on the assessment 
of the lexical richness and diversity of the two languages. Treffers-Daller (2011) 
compared two groups of bilinguals with clearly different language dominance. She 
used CLAN to calculate the types, tokens and type/token ratio of narratives produced 
by each participant in their two languages. The results showed that measures of lexical 
richness were consistent with other indicators of language use patterns such as 
directionality of code-mixing and cross-linguistic influence. Treffers-Daller (2011) 
points out that the advantage of this measure is that it allows researchers to use the 
spontaneous speech data to carry out more objective measurements of bilingual ability 
in languages, especially for languages where standard tests are not available. 
 
On-line methods may also be used to assess language dominance of bilinguals. For 
example, O'Grady, Schafer, Perla, Lee, and Wieting (2009) adopted picture naming 
tasks of basic vocabulary to measure the time taken to name pictures by participants in 
each language.  
 
There are other measures that are more subjective in nature, including self-reports and 
ratings, parents’ and teachers’ reports and ratings (usually for young children), amount 
of exposure, language use, language preference, social network, etc. For example, 
Evans (2011) states that people in Aboriginal communities of Australia know exactly 
their different levels of proficiency in the multiple languages they can speak. Self-
reporting of language dominance usually requires participants to fill in their detailed 
language history, including age of exposure, language exposure, language use and 
other factors involved. Studies show that such an assessment tool is reliable, when 
frequently converged with more objective measures (e.g. Lim, Liow, Lincoln, Chan, & 
Onslow, 2008). Some studies have found that the amount of input is a significant 
predictor of language dominance (e.g. Morgia, 2015; Silva-Corvalán, 2014; Treffers-
Daller, 2015a; Unsworth, 2015). Bilingual children’s preference in using one language 
may also demonstrate their dominance in the use of this language, as exemplified by 
some studies (Sheng, Lu, & Kan, 2011; Unsworth, 2015; Yip & Matthews, 2006). 
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Another indicator of language dominance is the directionality of code-mixing, which 
means bilinguals are more likely to code-mix from their dominant language into their 
weaker language (Bernardini & Schlyter, 2004; Kupisch, 2008; Lanza, 1993, 2004). 
However, code mixing, according to some other studies does not necessarily predict 
language dominance. For example, Cantonese-English bilingual children in Yip and 
Matthews (2006) mix English words into Cantonese when speaking Cantonese, while 
they usually don’t mix Cantonese words into English although Cantonese is their 
dominant language.  This language use pattern is actually reflected in their input from 
Cantonese-speaking adults (Yip & Matthews, 2016). Another tool for measuring 
language dominance is through social network analysis (Lanza & Svendsen, 2007; Xu, 
Wang, & Li, 2008). A bilingual person’s circle of friends who are dominant in a 
certain language may likewise reveal the language dominance of this person as well 
(Lanza & Svendsen, 2007).  
 
Are the subjective and objective measures of language dominance convergent with 
each other? One recent study carried out by Sheng et al. (2014) compares some 
subjective measures such as self-rating or parental rating in interviews to some 
objective measures such as naming tasks. Sheng et al. (2014) found that to a large 
extent self-rating or parental rating converge with objective measures-naming tasks 
used in this research although there are mismatches for some bilinguals. According to 
the authors, these mismatches might be caused by dynamic dominance shift, 
especially among children. It is suggested that a multi-measure approach can be used 
for assessing language dominance of bilinguals. More recently, Lust et al. (2016) 
compared one subjective measure (parents’ report) and objective measure (syntactic 
knowledge through elicited imitation task) on two four-year-old Korean-English 
bilingual children. Results indicate that there are significant differences for their 
syntactic knowledge of the two languages although their competence of two 
languages is similar according to the parents’ report. As this study compares only two 
children through solely language production task, more subjects and assessment tasks 
are needed to test whether there is a significant difference between ratings from 
caretakers and direct assessment tasks. However, the authors suggest that it is 
necessary to use direct assessment of bilingual children aside from caretaker reports 
where the questionnaires may need to be refined. 
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What is the relationship of bilingual children’s dominant and weaker language? A 
number of studies show that bilingual children’s dominant language develops in a 
similar fashion to that of their monolingual peers, while the weaker language 
development follows a pattern of second language acquisition (Bernardini, 2016; 
Schlyter, 1993; Schlyter & Håkansson, 1994). Schlyter (1993) investigated six French-
Swedish bilingual children’s development of finiteness, pronominal subjects and word 
order in the two languages. Three children were Swedish dominant, and the other three 
were French dominant. She found that the dominant language was acquired very much 
like normal monolinguals, while the acquisition of the weaker language showed 
developmental patterns similar to adult second language learners in the domains she 
examined. Yip and Matthews (2007) also found that Cantonese-English bilingual 
children show syntactic transfer from their dominant language Cantonese to the 
weaker language English in a number of domains, which resembles developmental 
trajectories of adult second language acquisition. Similar findings also appear in 
Polish-English bilinguals whose weaker language – English – has featured non-target 
forms in great quantity (Leśniewska & Witalisz, 2014). Bilingual children’s dominant 
language development can also be different from monolinguals. Cantonese-English 
bilingual children have been found to place the locative PPs with hai2 in non-target 
positions that is qualitatively different to that of monolinguals (Yip & Matthews, 
2007). The same children were also found producing non-target [bei2-R-T] in their 
Cantonese utterances, while such non-target word order was not found in the 
monolingual corpus (A. Chan, 2010; Gu, 2010). 
 
However, other studies of bilingual children’s weak language development show that 
the weaker language may be delayed due to the reduced input, however, may still 
develop like the first language. This does not suggest acquisition failure (Meisel, 
2007). Qi and Di Biase (2005, 2012, 2016) examined the bilingual development of a 
Mandarin-English bilingual child in Australia. The child’s English was the weaker 
language in the period of their study. The child’s use of subject in English is 100% at 
the emergence of English multiword stage, which is in line with the findings of first 
language acquisition (e.g. Valian, 1991). For the child’s productions of wh-questions, 
the results show no in-situ questions, which are contrastive to the Cantonese-English 
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bilingual children in Hong Kong (Yip & Matthews, 2000). The same child’s stronger 
language, Mandarin, in syntactic patterns (order of emergence: V (O), SV, SVO, SOV) 
as described in Qi (2011) and Qi et al. (2006), was parallel to Mandarin first language 
development (Erbaugh, 1992). Focusing on the status of bilingual children’s weaker 
language, Bonnesen (2009) investigated two French-German bilingual children whose 
one language was much weaker than the other. He examined their weaker language 
French in areas of subject clitics, null subjects, and negation. The results show that 
both children’s productions in the domains resemble patterns of children’s first 
language acquisition.  A more recent study by Antonova-Ünlü and Li (2014) analysed 
the speech data of a Turkish-Russian bilingual child mainly living in Turkey. Turkish 
was the language in which the child received a greater amount of input from father and 
other relatives, while the mother was the only person who provided Russian input to 
the child. Russian was the child’s weaker language according to the authors’ 
assessments. The authors examined perfective and imperfective forms from the child’s 
productions in Russian between two years 11 months to four years old, and found that 
the child’s development of Russian in those domains was parallel to that of 
monolingual children (Antonova-Ünlü & Li, 2014).  
 
In this section, we firstly reviewed measures of language dominance of bilingual 
children. There are both objective and subjective measures, which are normally 
convergent, however, multiple approaches are necessary to ensure more precise 
assessment. Then we discussed the bilingual children’s development of their two 
languages focusing on whether they were developing similarly to the first language. 
There seems to be a consensus that the stronger/dominant language develops as the 
first language although in some studies development in a few domains may be 
different from the first language. As for the weaker language development, the results 
are mixed, with bulk of research supporting the argument that weaker language 
develops similar to adult second language. However, a considerable number of studies 
have found evidence that the weaker language develops as the first language. The 
argument for weaker language development awaits further research involving more 
bilingual children of diverse backgrounds, and more areas of investigation are 
required to further explore this issue. 
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2.4  The Role of Input in Bilingual Acquisition 
The theoretical positions on the role of input in language acquisition are contrastive 
between the two main schools of theories: the nativist (generative) approach and the 
usage-based (emergentist) approach (c.f. Gathercole & Hoff, 2007). Regarding the 
nature of the input, Chomsky (1986) claims that children acquire language on 
relatively slight exposure and without specific training. He also argues that that the 
input to the child is inadequate and full of errors for the child to be able to induce the 
complex underlying structure of language, which is not fully revealed in surface 
structures of language. What’s more, the input lacks negative evidence and 
information regarding ungrammaticality. Based on the “poverty of stimulus 
hypothesis” and the lack of negative evidence, the nativists’ position holds that input 
alone does not determine the course and eventual outcome of language acquisition as 
the nature of input. Usage-based approach, however, claims that “all linguistic 
knowledge derives from the comprehension and production of specific utterances on 
specific occasions of use” (Tomasello, 2000, pp. 237-238), which means language 
input is the driving force of language acquisition. In opposition to the ‘poverty of 
stimulus problem’ in nativist theory, usage-based theory states that input is rich in 
both quantity and quality. There is evidence that children’s developing language 
patterns are associated with patterns in the input (Gathercole & Hoff, 2007). 
 
For children to acquire two languages, they need to be exposed to two languages. 
Bilingual children are generally exposed to less language input than monolinguals for 
each language (Paradis & Genesee, 1996), and bilingual children’s input conditions 
are often diverse with regard to types of input, quality and quantity of input as well as 
other factors.  
2.4.1  Types and Sources of Input 
Childhood bilingualism is far more diverse than different times of first exposure to 
two languages for the division of simultaneous or successive bilingual acquisition. 
There are important factors of input conditions. Romaine (1995, pp. 183-185) 
classifies the main types of childhood bilingualism into six categories depending on 
three factors: parents’ languages, language of the community and parents’ strategies in 
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speaking to the child. Five categories are also described in Harding and Riley (1986, 
pp. 47-48). 
 
             Type 1: “One person - one language” 
Parents: The parents have different native languages with each having some 
degree of competence in the other’s language. 
Community: The language of one of the parents is the dominant language of 
the community. 
Strategy: The parents each speak their own language to the child from birth. 
 
Type 2: “Non-dominant home language” or “One-language-one-
environment” 
Parents: The parents have different native languages. 
Community: The language of one of the parents is the dominant language of 
the community. 
Strategy: Both parents speak the non-dominant language to the child, who is 
fully exposed to the dominant language only when outside the home, and in 
particular in nursery school. 
 
            Type 3: “Non-dominant home language without community support” 
Parents: The parents share the same native language. 
Community: The dominant language is not that of the parents. 
Strategy: The parents speak their own language to the child. 
 
Type 4: “Double non-dominant home language without community support” 
Parents: The parents have different native languages. 
Community: The dominant language is different from either of the parents’ 
languages. 
Strategy: The parents each speak their own language to the child from birth. 
 
            Type 5: “Non-native parents” 
Parents: The parents share the same native language. 
Community: The dominant language is the same as that of the parents. 
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Strategy: One of the parents always addresses the child in a language, which is 
not his/her native language. 
 
            Type 6: “Mixed languages” 
Parents: The parents are bilingual.  
Community: Sectors of community may also be bilingual. 
Strategy: Parents code-switch and mix languages. 
 
Among the six categories of childhood bilingualism, the most studied type is “one 
person-one-language’, including both classic studies (e.g. Leopold, 1939–1949; 
Ronjat, 1913) and later studies (e.g. De Houwer, 1990; Döpke, 1992; Lanza, 1997; 
Taeschner, 1983; Volterra & Taeschner, 1978; Yip & Matthews, 2007). The majority 
of these studies were actually carried out by linguist parents investigating their own 
children longitudinally. Studies of other types are much fewer in number. Type 2 
studies can be found in Fantini (1985) and Deuchar and Quay (2001) which featured 
both case studies on bilingual acquisition of Spanish and English. Type 3 is the 
common phenomenon for children born in immigrant families. The number of 
children growing up in such a kind of bilingual environment should be large; however, 
only limited numbers of researchers report how children become bilingual in this type. 
One early study appeared in W. Li (1994) who investigated language choice and shift 
of Chinese children and their families in Britain.  Qi (2011) investigated how a child 
of an immigrant Chinese family in Australia became fully bilingual in this type 3 
bilingualism. Qi (2011) points out that there are some overlaps among the six types. 
For example, type 3 and type six are often combined, as parents mainly speak their 
native language to the child, and they also code-switch and code-mix. In Qi’s (2011) 
case, the mother or the aunt also read English stories to the child. According to Qi 
(2011), this input strategy is the most common situation among immigrant 
communities. The separation of two languages in the input is not by person but context. 
The use of non-native language is again overlapped with type 4 that one of the parents 
uses non-native to speak to the child. Children in type 4 bilingualism would develop 
two languages at first, and then a third one once the child goes to school. Development 
of three languages in preschool years is also possible if there is an older sibling at 
home who usually speaks the school language. Studies of type 4 can be found in 
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Montanari (2009, 2011, 2013) who investigated how the child-Kathryn became 
productive trilingual. The child was exposed to three languages at home by her mother 
and maternal grandparents speaking Tagalog, her father and paternal grandmother 
speaking Spanish, and her sister speaking English. Type 5 bilingualism can be found 
in Saunders’ (1988) study recording how he successfully brought up his three children 
in English-German by using his non-native German. Type 6 bilingualism is also 
common in many parts of the world such as Singapore and Hong Kong where parents 
and communities are both bilingual and code-switching and code-mixing are quite 
common for adults.  
 
The six categories above cover a wide range of input conditions for how children 
become bilingual. However, real-life situations are even more diverse or complicated. 
For example, at home, there are other family members besides parents, including 
grandparents. In Montanari’s (2013) study, two grandmothers each speaking a 
different language, enriched the input of two minority languages at home, thus 
making productive trilingualism possible. In the following section, I will describe 
some sources of input of bilingual children.  
 
Parents 
Most studies investigating the role of input in bilingual development focus on 
preschool children whose main providers of language input are parents (Unsworth, 
2016). Research shows that parents’ input patterns greatly influence children’s 
bilingual outcomes where some became active bilinguals, others passive bilinguals, 
and even some monolinguals. Yamamoto (2001) carried out a study of 111 families in 
Japan in which one of the parents spoke English. She used both questionnaire and 
interview to find out how the parents’ language use influences children’s language 
use. It was found that not all children spoke English although one parent was a native 
speaker of English. Children who spoke both Japanese and English are those who 
attended an English-medium school and/or more English spoken at home. De Houwer 
(2007) conducted a survey of 1899 families in Flanders, Belgium. In these families, at 
least one of the parents spoke a minority language. She found that around 25% of 
children did not become bilingual even though a minority language was spoken at 
home. Children who were bilinguals in this study either had parents both speaking 
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minority languages at home, or at most, one parent who spoke the majority language. 
Parents’ input may also influence children’s language use in some other aspects, such 
as code mixing. For example, in a recent study, Yip and Matthews (2016) observed 
English verbs used in Cantonese utterances by nine Cantonese-English bilingual 
children in Hong Kong, and found that children’s rate of mixing is closely related to 
rate of mixing in parental input. 
 
Grandparents 
Grandparents’ language is another source of input for children, especially for Chinese-
speaking families (W. Li, 1994; Qi, 2011). It is quite a common phenomenon for 
grandparents to help take care of young children in China and in overseas Chinese 
immigrant families. In Qi’s (2011) study, there were frequent interactions between the 
child and his grandmother. Grandparents, usually not speaking the majority language, 
may greatly promote the child’s development of the minority language (Qi, 2011). 
Another notable example of bilingual development in relation to grandparent input is 
the study by Silva-Corvalán (2014) who is actually the grandmother of the two 
Spanish-English bilingual children she investigated. The linguist grandmother was the 
frequent provider of Spanish to the children. Grandparents’ language input is 
particularly important for children who are developing three languages. In Montanari’s 
(2009, 2011, 2013) case study of a trilingual child, two grandmothers each speaking a 
different minority language at home, provided more input of minority languages. 
 
Siblings 
In terms of sibling effects in bilingual families, research generally suggests older 
siblings can have a big influence on younger siblings in the use of home language  
(Bridges & Hoff, 2014; Qi, 2011; Shin, 2002; Stevens & Ishizawa, 2007). A study by 
Bridges and Hoff (2014) on the influence of older siblings in language environment 
and development of toddlers in American bilingual homes found that the presence of 
an older sibling increased the use of English by toddlers as well as by other  siblings 
and mothers. Thus it was observed that these subjects grew more advanced in English 
than those without older siblings. Likewise, toddlers without older siblings are more 
advanced in their heritage language Spanish than those who have siblings. A more 
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recent study by Keller, Troesch, and Grob (2015) indicates that older siblings also 
demonstrate superior second language skills to that of younger ones. 
 
Teachers 
For children whose home language is only a minority language, contact with the 
majority language may be mainly from school. Teachers are often the main providers 
of the language input for children at school. However, only a limited number of 
researchers report the role of teachers’ input on bilingual children’s language 
development (eg. Bowers & Vasilyeva, 2011; Gámez & Levine, 2013). Bowers and 
Vasilyeva (2011) examined the relation between teachers’ speech to the growth of 
vocabulary in preschool children learning English as a second language during a 
school year. Teachers’ speech was measured in terms of tokens of words, types of 
words as well as the complexity of sentence structures. They found that the amount of 
words produced by teachers is a significant predictor of children’s vocabulary growth, 
while lexical diversity is not related to children’s vocabulary score. It was also found 
that the complexity of sentence structure of teachers’ speech is negatively related to 
its lexical growth. The explanation behind these results is that the children are still at 
the beginning of vocabulary learning so that more advanced vocabulary and complex 
sentences may be difficult for them to process at this stage. However, in another study 
of preschoolers learning English as a second language, Gámez and Levine (2013) 
found that children’s expressive language is positively correlated to teachers’ lexical 
richness and complexity of sentence structures, which is contrastive to Bowers and 
Vasilyeva (2011). In a more recent study, Gámez (2015) found that high quality of 
teachers’ speech and increased interaction among teachers and students working 
together promotes children’s second language development. 
 
Peers 
The source of language input for children at school is not only from teachers but also 
from peers. Research shows that young children are able to independently converse 
with their peers even in multiple turns (Cekaite, Blum-Kulka, Grøver, & Teubal, 2014; 
Justice, Petscher, Schatschneider, & Mashburn, 2011; Mashburn, Justice, Downer, & 
Pianta, 2009). Children’s early language acquisition can be positively stimulated by 
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exposure to the language of their peers (e.g. Schechter & Bye, 2007). For example, in 
Qi’s (2006, 2011) studies, it is found that the input from peers plays a vital role in the 
child’s successful transition from nominal to pronominal person reference. Hoff 
(2006, p. 70) highlight the role of peers in bilingual development, ‘in the absence of 
peers as a source of native input, children may not acquire native-like competence’. In 
addition, peer interactions provide opportunities for language use (Hoff, 2006). Hoff 
(2006) also suggested that children need to get input from adult speakers, as peer input 
alone is usually not sufficient for successful language acquisition. 
2.4.2  Quantity and Quality of Input 
Quantity of input.  
Research on monolingual children has shown that the variation of the quantity of 
language input which children receive impacts their language development (e.g. 
Hart& Risley, 1995; Hurtado, Marchman, & Fernald, 2008; Huttenlocher, Vasilyeva, 
Cymerman, & Levine, 2002). Compared to monolingual children, bilingual children’s 
input conditions are more diverse (Yip & Matthews, 2010), and the amount of 
language input bilingual children receive is distributed between the two languages, 
which is often not equal between them (Paradis & Grüter, 2014). For example, 
Unsworth (2013a) found that bilingual children’s weekly exposure to Dutch varies 
from 8% to 93%. The variation of the amount of input is usually the explanation for 
the different rate of development between bilinguals and monolinguals, and also 
among bilinguals (Unsworth, 2013a, 2013b). 
 
The quantity of input is usually obtained from reports of parents and teachers usually 
through questionnaires (e.g. Gutierrez-Clellen & Kreiter, 2003; Paradis, Emmerzael, 
& Duncan, 2010). For more detailed information about the amount of language input 
in each language, caregivers may be asked to record the language exposure of the 
child in each day of a week (e.g. De Houwer & Bornstein, 2003; Place & Hoff, 2011). 
Research has demonstrated that the amount of input measured by caregivers’ reports 
is related to bilingual children’s language development in each language, particularly 
vocabulary. Pearson, Fernandez, Lewedeg, and Oller (1997) found that Spanish-
English bilinguals’ vocabulary in each language is significantly related to parents’ 
report of the proportion of exposure to each language. These results have been 
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replicated by Place and Hoff (2011) who found that the group of Spanish-English 
bilingual children’s amount of exposure to each language is strongly correlated to 
children’s vocabulary development in respective language. David and Li (2008) 
carried out a longitudinal study of 13 French-English bilingual children’s acquisition 
of vocabulary. Their findings indicate that the amount of language input is 
significantly related to children’s vocabulary size, frequency of language mixing and 
cross-linguistic synonyms. Thordardottir (2011) examined the effect of the amount of 
exposure in the two languages of five-year-old French-English bilingual children to 
their respective and expressive vocabulary in each language. The results showed that 
the amount of exposure is strongly correlated to both receptive and expressive 
vocabulary in each language.  
 
There are also a number of studies that found the amount of language input impacts 
the grammatical development. In a study of Welsh-English bilingual children in 
Wales, Gathercole and Thomas (2009) found that children’s command of vocabulary 
and grammatical gender are both correlated to how much Welsh input they were 
exposed to. Thordardottir (2014) investigated to what extent the amount of input in 
each language of bilingual children impacted their morphosyntactic development. 
Spontaneous speech samples collected in both English and French were analysed 
through measuring the complexity of sentences (mean length of utterance) and 
diversity as well as the accuracy of morphological use. The results also demonstrate 
that children’s grammatical development is closely correlated to the amount of input 
they receive from each language. Bilingual children with less input in one language 
scored significantly lower than age-matched monolinguals. Similar results have also 
been found by Blom (2010) who examined the effects of input quantity on the 
grammatical development of Turkish-Dutch bilingual children. The bilingual children 
were compared to their monolingual peers of the same age for developmental patterns 
through measures of their spontaneous utterances. She found that bilingual children 
with low input quantity lag behind the monolingual peers.  
 
Does this mean that input quantity forms a linear relationship with language 
outcomes? Is there a threshold of the amount where the effect of input declines? 
Research has demonstrated that the relationship between the quantity of input and the 
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language outcomes is more complex than the linear relationship (Paradis & Grüter, 
2014). One study, comparing bilingual children of two years and six months of age 
old with age-matched monolingual children in Britain demonstrated that bilingual 
children who received 60% exposure to English or more perform like English-
speaking monolingual peers on vocabulary size (Cattani et al., 2014). In terms of 
grammatical development, bilingual children of three years and five months and five 
years of age, with an equal ratio of exposure to both languages, performed equally 
well compared to monolingual peers in both languages (Thordardottir, 2014). Blom 
(2010) also indicates that when bilingual children’s input is not clearly reduced in one 
language, differences between bilinguals and monolinguals are not clear. Hoff et al. 
(2012) also found that bilingual children with at least 70% of exposure to one 
language perform similarly to monolinguals in both vocabulary and grammar 
measures. Although there has not been a consensus that a certain percentage of 
exposure is necessary for bilinguals to become like monolinguals, research generally 
shows that bilingual children’s dominant language is more like that of monolinguals 
(Unsworth, 2013a). 
 
The quantity of input for most studies has been measured relatively for current or/and 
cumulative exposure (Gutierrez-Clellen & Kreiter, 2003; Unsworth, 2013a). Several 
recent studies propose the absolute measurement of input quantity (e.g. De Houwer, 
2014; Grüter, Hurtado, Marchman, & Fernald, 2014). De Houwer (2014) examines 
the absolute frequency of input from mothers between bilinguals and monolinguals. 
She found that there is a great variation in the amount of input children receive, and 
some bilingual children actually heard more Dutch than age-matched, Dutch-speaking 
monolingual peers. Her findings thus challenge the assumption that bilingual children 
experience less in each language than monolinguals. Relative amount of input is 
usually measured by exposure time, while absolute measures may calculate the 
amount of words and utterances during a specific period of time. Grüter et al. (2014) 
remind us that a child spending less  time with caregivers speaking one language may 
not necessarily hear less of this language. It is possible that the caregiver may be more 
verbally engaged with the child even though not spending much time with the child. 
The absolute measure takes the variability of caregivers’ engagement with the child. 
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However, strictly speaking, it may be still a relative measure as one caregiver may 
talk more in one context and less in another.  
 
Quality of input 
Children’s exposure to language varies not in quantity but also in quality. Hoff and 
Core (2013, p. 6) remark, ‘all input is not equal, and some input is more supportive of 
language development than other input.’ Many factors contribute to the quality of 
bilingual children’s input such as input resources (TV, reading, individual or group 
focused), richness of input (types, tokens, and complexity), variety of input (the 
number of different speakers), native and non-native input, etc. (Quay & Montanari, 
2016; Unsworth, 2013a, 2016).  
 
Different qualitative aspects of language result in different language learning 
outcomes. For example, Kuhl, Tsao, and Liu (2003) found that American infants from 
English-speaking families were able to discriminate Mandarin sound contrasts after 
being exposed to Mandarin in some playing activities for over two months; however, 
another group of English-learning infants who were exposed to video recordings of 
the play sessions did not learn the Mandarin sound contrasts. This finding suggests 
that the qualitative different input between caregivers and videos leads to fundamental 
different learning outcomes. 
 
Place and Hoff (2011) investigated the vocabulary development of two-year-old 
Spanish-English bilingual children. They found that children who hear the language 
from more speakers of this language score significantly higher than those who hear 
the language from less speakers. According to Place and Hoff (2011), more speakers 
of the same language are likely to provide input with more variation of words. 
Another significant predictor of children’s vocabulary size is the number of native 
speakers at home providing language input. Children whose parents are both native 
speakers of Spanish score significantly higher in Spanish vocabulary than those 
whose parents are not or where only one parent is the native speaker.  
 
Similarly, Paradis (2011) also found that non-native English input provided by parents 
of immigrant families in Canada was not a predictor of children’s English skills; 
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however, exposure to native English outside the home by friends, as well as organised 
activities and local media was significantly correlated to children’s English skills. She 
interprets that non-native input may be of limited value.  
 
Non-native input, however, may also vary from beginner to near-native level. The 
different levels of non-native input may impact children’s language development 
differently. For example, Hammer et al. (2012) found that English-speaking 
proficiency of mothers in Latino families in the US is a predictor of their children’s 
English skills. The result suggests that higher proficiency of non-native input 
contributes to children’s language development. 
2.4.3  Input Effects across Linguistic Domains 
In the previous section, we reviewed the effects of input quantity and quality on 
bilingual children’s language development. The input effects are usually examined 
through comparisons between bilinguals and monolingual peers, among bilinguals 
with different input conditions. The amount of exposure and certain qualitative 
aspects of input have been observed to affect bilingual children’s language 
development in a variety of linguistic domains. As for vocabulary growth, younger 
bilingual children’s vocabulary in two languages is comparable to that of monolingual 
peers; while bilingual children show a slower growth of vocabulary when only one 
language was compared to monolinguals (Unsworth, 2016). For older bilingual 
children, especially for words in school context, the gap between bilinguals and 
monolinguals is unclear (Unsworth, 2016).  
 
However, one recent study by De Houwer, Bornstein, and Putnick (2014) found that 
Dutch-French bilingual children are comparable to Dutch monolingual peers in terms 
of their comprehension and production of Dutch vocabulary. This finding challenges 
the previous results that bilinguals lag behind monolinguals in acquisition of 
vocabulary. Differential input is also found affecting bilingual children’s acquisition 
of morphosyntactic aspects (some reviewed in the previous section). However, there 
is barely any research comparing input effects on the same group of bilingual children 
acquiring different grammatical domains. One exception is Unsworth (2014) who 
compared 109 simultaneous Dutch-English bilingual children’s acquisition of two 
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grammatical domains in Dutch: gender marking and meaning restrictions on different 
word orders (scrambling). The 109 bilingual children were further divided into seven 
age groups. Their amount of exposure to Dutch was measured by both cumulative 
length of exposure in years and current exposure in percentage. Children in each age 
group were divided into three groups based on their current amount of exposure to 
Dutch: <40% Dutch, 40%-60% Dutch and >60% Dutch. Nineteen five and six year-
old monolingual Dutch children were also recruited as controls. The findings show 
that bilingual children’s rate of development in Dutch gender marking is related to the 
amount of input in this language, which is consistent with previous research on input 
effects on a series of morphosyntactic domains (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Paradis, 
2010, 2011; Unsworth, 2013a).  However, in the acquisition of meaning of scramble 
indefinites, no input effects were found. The results suggest that input may affect 
morphosyntactic domains differently. This research calls for more studies comparing 
acquisition of different morphosyntactic domains by bilingual children with differing 
amounts of input.   
 
2.5  Output 
Input does not stand in a vacuum, and it interacts with other factors such as output 
(Pearson, 2007). One of the sources of language input for bilingual children is their 
own language output. A bilingual person who understands two languages yet only 
speaks one is defined as a passive or receptive bilingual (W. Li, 2000). Thus, actually 
using a language, usually the weaker language, may be an important indicator of 
learning outcomes of bilingual children. However, very little research exists in terms 
of investigating the output factor in bilingual children’s language development. 
Pearson (2007, p. 400-401) proposed the ‘input-proficiency-use cycle’: 
‘A greater amount of input leads to greater proficiency, which leads to more 
use, which invites more input and the cycle starts again. If children do not 
use the heritage language, then they are using a different language and 
thereby getting less input in the heritage language; they develop less 
proficiency, which leads to using it even less, and that in turn, leads to 
getting even less input in that language.’ 
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From the above remarks, we not only see the role of a considerable amount of input, 
but also the important role of output (use), which is an indispensable part of this 
circle. If bilingual children are not willing to use a language, usually the minority 
language, it means that they have not reached a comfort level of this language to use it 
(Pearson et al., 1997). Several more recent studies also suggest that output is a 
significant predictor of bilingual children’s learning outcomes (e.g. Bohman, Bedore, 
Peña, Mendez-Perez, & Gillam, 2010; Sheng et al., 2011; Unsworth, 2015). Bohman 
et al. (2010) assessed the factors that influence Hispanic Spanish-English bilingual 
children’s language development. It was found that output is a significant predictor 
for both Spanish and English in domains of semantics and morphosyntax, however, 
input is only closely related to the domains in English. The authors suggest that using 
a language (output) may involve a different way of language processing than only 
hearing it.  
 
Sheng et al. (2011) examined the lexical development of Mandarin-English bilingual 
children between three to eight years of age by using picture identification and 
picture-naming tasks. One finding indicates that children’s Mandarin vocabulary does 
not increase with age despite considerable Mandarin input at home. They suggest that 
lack of practice (output) in Mandarin outside the home and at home (children 
responding in English despite parents speaking Mandarin) may provide the 
explanation. Unsworth (2015) investigated the development of vocabulary and verb 
morphology of Dutch-English bilingual children, and found that children’s output was 
a significant predictor of their skill in English, the minority language. In short, output 
seems to be a good predictor of bilingual children’s minority language.  
 
2.6  Context in Bilingual Acquisition 
The majority of research on children’s bilingual acquisition focuses on European 
languages (Qi et al., 2006; Yip & Matthews, 2007) usually in contexts of Europe 
and other western countries. Chinese, a language spoken by the largest number of 
people as the first language, has gradually received more attention as a focus of study 
in the field of bilingual acquisition, and an ever-increasing number of researches have 
been undertaken to explore different aspects of the acquisition of Chinese by bilingual 
children.  (Yip & Matthews, 2010).  
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An enlarging research informants in this field are children of Chinese immigrant 
families who are generally exposed to Chinese at home and English in the community 
(W. H. Chan & Nicoladis, 2010; Chang-Smith, 2010; Levey & Cruz, 2003; W. Li & 
Lee, 2001; Nicoladis & Yin, 2010; Qi, 2010, 2011; Qi et al., 2006;Qi & Wu, 2016; H.-
Y. Yang & Zhu, 2010). Research on their acquisition of Chinese, mostly pairing with 
English, has made significant advances in recent years. For example, Qi’s (2011) 
study of her son’s bilingual development of Mandarin and English in Australia 
informs us how children in immigrant families acquire two languages simultaneously 
in one environment one language. Studies of older bilingual children appear in Li and 
Lee’s (2001) who investigated a group of British-born Cantonese-English bilinguals’ 
development of two morphosyntactic areas. The authors found that the children’s 
home language – Cantonese – was delayed and stagnated, probably attributed to 
incomplete learning and the influence of the second language. Dennig and Leung 
(2012) examined narratives (using a frog story) collected from a group of children 
aged between five and seven, as well as a group of adults who were both L1 speakers 
of Cantonese. Through the domains (noun phrase, classifier and word order) they 
investigated, they found that adult heritage speakers of Chinese show more advanced 
Cantonese skills, which is reflected in the fact that they produced much less non-
target forms than children. A recent study by Law (2015) observed and depicted 
children learning Chinese in the US from an educational perspective. The author 
concluded that “raising children to be bilingual or biliterate in Chinese outside of 
native-speaking countries is not an easy task” (Law, 2015, p. 743), and suggests that 
educators, parents and communities should work together to nurture children’s 
Chinese learning. Another group of bilingual population that has received much 
attention is the adopted children who move from China to an English-speaking 
country. Their challenges in acquiring English and losing Chinese are also studied by 
a number of researchers (e.g. Delcenserie, Genesee, & Gauthier, 2013; Nicoladis & 
Grabois, 2002; Pierce, Genesee, & Paradis, 2013; Pollock, Price, & Fulmer, 2003; 
Tan, Loker, Dedrick, & Marfo, 2012). Pollock, Price and Fulmer (2003) investigated 
the English development of two girls adopted from China and find that the younger 
girl adopted at thirteen-and-a half-months exhibited a faster rate of lexical and 
phonological development than the one adopted at 20 months. Recent findings also 
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show that vocabulary and mean length of phrase scores are negatively correlated with 
age at adoption but are positively correlated with chronological age and length of 
exposure to English (Tan et al., 2012). Nicoladis and Grabois (2002) investigated the 
acquisition of English and loss of Chinese by a child adopted from China in Canada at 
the age of 17 months and found that the child’s production of English is fast, as is her 
loss of Chinese. This finding suggests that the previous exposure to Chinese may 
facilitate her acquisition of English.  
 
Hong Kong, with its policy for its citizens to become ‘biliterate and trilingual’, has 
nurtured influential empirical researches on bilingual acquisition of Cantonese and 
English (e.g. Matthews & Yip, 2009; Matthews & Yip, 2011; Mok, 2011; Yip & 
Matthews, 2000, 2006, 2007, 2016).  
 
Bilingual acquisition of Chinese and English has been driven forward to a greater 
extent by the pioneering work (Hong Kong Bilingual Child Language Corpus) 
developed by Yip and Matthews (2007). Based on the longitudinal corpus of their 
multiple case study, Yip and Matthews (2007) as well as colleagues have 
systematically investigated key issues on Cantonese and English bilingual 
development, such as syntactic transfer, null subjects and objects, language 
dominance, etc. More detailed studies of Hong Kong bilingual children have been 
reviewed in other sections. The bilingual or multilingual communities where Chinese 
is spoken also include countries such as Malaysia, Singapore and others (see a review 
in Matthews & Yip, 2014). 
 
These researches, which cover diversified contexts of bilingual development, provide 
a window to understand how Chinese is acquired by children in Hong Kong and 
overseas social contexts. With the exception of Hong Kong bilingual children, most 
studies focus on bilingual children’s acquisition of Chinese and another language, 
usually English, in places outside China where Chinese is a minority language. Social 
contexts support and shape children’s language development in many different ways 
(Hoff, 2006; Xu, Chew, & Chen, 1998). Bilingual children can differ from one 
another in terms of whether they are members of a majority ethno linguistic 
community or a minority ethno linguistic community (Paradis et al., 2011; Xu et al., 
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1998). Paradis et al. (2011, pp. 5-6) also define the majority ethno linguistic 
community as “a community of individuals who speak the language spoken by most 
of the members of the larger community and/or are members of the ethnic or cultural 
group to which most members of the community belong”, and a minority ethno 
linguistic community as “a community made up of individuals who speak a minority 
language and who belong to a minority culture within the larger community.” The 
majority language is usually the dominant language used in society. Research shows 
that children growing up in bilingual communities have no problem acquiring the 
majority language, while acquisition of minority language may be hampered with 
reduced input conditions (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). Pearson (2007) claims that 
children need a greater percentage of minority language input for the same measure of 
learning, as she believes that the natural attraction of the majority language for the 
child is very powerful. Yet, we do not know much about input to bilingual children in 
countries outside Europe and North America (Treffers-Daller, 2015b).  
 
The literature reviewed in this section above seems to have isolated an ever-increasing 
number of children who acquire Chinese in the Mainland China context 
simultaneously or successively with another language spoken at home by parents. 
What situations could present for bilingual children in Mainland China context when 
Chinese is a majority language and English is their home language? 
 
The contexts in bilingual acquisition studies may also differ from the places of 
investigation such as home and school contexts. Most previous researches investigate 
children’s bilingual development in the home context, especially the much-studied 
one-parent one-language bilingualism. Research on the effects of the school context 
on language development is sparse, yet there is evidence that children’s language 
development at school is more rapid than not being at school (Hoff, 2006). However, 
little research on bilingual acquisition has focused on the observation of the school 
context, even less in childcare environment. 
 
2.7  Concluding Remarks 
In this chapter, we have reviewed some strongly debated issues as well as some key 
factors in bilingual acquisition research. The first issue is the age of onset for the 
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exposure of two languages. There is still no consensus among researchers regarding a 
certain age of second language exposure to be classified into simultaneous or 
successive bilinguals, although it is generally believed that exposure to a second 
language after four years of age is child second language acquisition (Meisel, 2008, 
2009). The findings for the effect of age of exposure to two languages is also mixed. 
It awaits further research to compare the bilinguals who are exposed to a second 
language ranging from birth to three years of age years.  
 
In the second section, previous research on the relationship between the grammatical 
systems of bilingual children’s two developing languages has been presented. 
Researchers generally agree that bilingual children undergo separate development of 
two languages in their grammar systems; however, some research shows that the two 
languages develop autonomously similar to monolingual peers. Other research 
demonstrates that the interaction between the two languages, usually manifested by 
cross-linguistic influence, is rather common. Further research is necessary to 
investigate some under-researched language such as Mandarin Chinese in bilingual 
acquisition research to understand more about this issue. 
 
The topic in the third section is language dominance and the weaker language. We 
first reviewed a series of approaches for measuring language dominance of bilingual 
children, including those more subjective measures such as  caregivers’ reports and 
ratings, and relatively more objective ones such as directive assessments of linguistic 
performance. It would seem that multiple measures are necessary to secure a more 
reliable understanding of dominance. Research on bilingual children’s weaker 
language development is rather mixed. Some researchers hold that the weaker 
language development resembles the pattern of second language development, while 
others show evidence that the weaker language may be delayed in development but is 
still like the first language. Thus, we need to further examine the pattern of weaker 
language development in bilingual acquisition. 
 
The fourth section reviews the role of input in bilingual acquisition,including types 
and sources of input, input quantity and quality, and input effect across linguistic 
domains. The most extensively investigated input pattern is one-parent one-language, 
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with one parent’s language being the dominant language of the society. Children in 
immigrant families who acquire one language at home from parents and grandparents, 
while the other language is acquired in the wider community, have rarely been 
studied. In fact, these children are the most common bilingual children in the world.  
For the sources of input, besides input from parents, other speakers may also play a 
role, such as grandparents, siblings and playmates, teachers. There are few studies 
investigating teachers’ input on children’s bilingual development. As for input 
quantity, the bulk of research shows that more quantity of input leads to more 
advanced development; however, input and language learning outcomes do not 
always show a linear relationship. Input quality is much less studied than input 
quantity. Some research has shown that native input is better than non-native input, 
and input from a variety of speakers is better than from only one or two speakers. The 
role of input, usually input quantity, may influence the acquisition of different 
grammatical domains differently. Research shows that vocabulary is more sensitive to 
the amount of input than other domains such as syntactic structures. It awaits further 
investigation in comparing the acquisition of different syntactic domains by bilingual 
children exposed to different amount of input. In short, it contributes to our 
understanding of the role of input when more bilinguals with diverse input conditions 
are examined. 
 
Section five outlines several limited numbers of research on the role of output in 
bilingual acquisition. It shows that the chance to use a language (output), usually the 
minority, may predict the development of the language. Output is also one of most 
indispensable parts of language development circle, which interacts considerably with 
input (Pearson, 2007). Further research is called for in order to understand what role 
output may play in bilingual acquisition. 
 
The last topic reviewed in this chapter is the context of bilingual acquisition. Most 
bilingual acquisition research investigates children’s language development in macro-
contexts of western countries such as countries in Europe and North America. Family 
is usually the non-macro-context of research for the majority of bilingual acquisition 
research. Clearly, we need to know more about bilingual development outside western 
countries such as China, a country with the largest population in the world, yet 
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childhood bilingualism is hardly known. Bilingual development outside the home 
context such as school awaits further investigation. 
 
In order to further understand the issues above, we investigate seven English-
Mandarin bilingual children’s Mandarin development over one school term of four 
months. The seven children, whose parents are all native English speakers, acquired 
English at home and Mandarin in a childcare centre. These are from four different 
families, and their Mandarin input conditions vary from first exposure ranging from 
birth to two-and-a-half-years of age in terms of quantity and quality. The detailed 
information of research method is presented in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 3  Methodology 
This study presents a multiple case study of seven English-Mandarin bilingual 
children acquiring Mandarin Chinese in a childcare centre in China. Twelve Mandarin 
speaking monolingual children, the classmates of bilingual children, serve as controls 
for comparison. These children were weekly recorded in various school activities over 
a four-month school term. Other tools have also been utilised to collect data, such as 
questionnaires filled in by bilingual children’s parents and teachers, interviews with 
bilingual children’s parents, teachers and bilingual children themselves. Some 
elicitation tasks have also been used to complement speech data from naturalistic 
recordings. 
 
Firstly, the case study approach is introduced, followed by the profiles of the 
informants including the childcare centre, bilingual children, the monolingual peers 
and their teachers. Then, the method of data collection and analysis is presented. We 
also look at how the bilingual children’s language dominance is measured and how 
their amount of bilingual input is calculated. This chapter concludes with a brief 
summary.  
 
3.1  The Case Study Approach 
Children’s bilingual acquisition research is endowed with many case studies. Seminal 
bilingual case studies include Ronjat (1913) and Leopold (1939–1949) who followed 
their own children’s bilingual development by keeping detailed diary records. Much 
of the enlightening research in the field thereafter has featured case studies, such as 
that of Volterra and Taeschner (1978) whose case study is of two sisters acquiring 
Italian and German while Fantini’s (1985) case study was of his son acquiring 
Spanish and English. De Houwer’s (1990) study of a girl acquiring Dutch and 
English, Gawlitzek-Maiwald and Tracy’s (1996) study of a single child acquiring 
English and German, Lanza’s (2004) study of two children acquiring Norwegian and 
English,  Yip and Matthew’s (2007) study of six children acquiring Cantonese and 
English, and Qi’s (2011) study of her son acquiring Mandarin and English numbered 
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amongst others. Other notable case studies included Silva-Corvalán’s (2014) study of 
her two grandsons acquiring Spanish and English. Case studies have made great 
contributions to our understanding of how children develop two languages in early 
childhood. 
 
There are a number of advantages for naturalistic case studies. The speech samples 
collected in case studies are usually recorded in naturalistic settings, which are less 
likely to be influenced by observer’s paradox (Labov, 1972) and are usually of a 
higher validity, as recording situations closely approximate real-life situations under 
investigation (Eisenbeiss, 2010). Naturalistic case studies are also able to provide a 
variety of data (Yin, 1984), which enables the comparative research across different 
grammatical domains. Speech samples recorded in naturalistic settings offer not only 
children’s output but also their input from interlocutors, thus the investigation is able 
to cover a broad range of phenomena, including speech input (Eisenbeiss, 2010). 
 
There are limitations of case studies from which spontaneous speech are collected for 
data analysis. One limitation is that what children have acquired may be much more 
than what they actually produce (Yip & Matthews, 2007). For this reason, this study 
also adopts an elicited production method to test the children’s knowledge of some 
Mandarin classifiers to complement the data collected from spontaneous speech. 
Another limitation of case study is that there might be individual differences among 
each case, which is lack of generalisability (W. Li, 2010; Qi, 2011). Even though 
multiple case studies are able to reveal more common patterns and individual 
differences of bilingual development such as studies in David and Li (2008) and Yip 
&Matthews (2007, 2016), more case studies of bilingual development are indicated, 
as bilingual acquisition is of more diversity than simply what languages are paired 
and in what input conditions (Yip & Matthews, 2010). As Qi (2011, p. 53) remarks, 
‘research, however, is cumulative, and the increasing number of case studies of child 
language development provides a good base for comparing the findings of one study 
with those from others.’ 
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3.2  Informants 
3.2.1  The Childcare Environment 
This childcare centre is located in Xi’an, China. It aims to help parents to obtain their 
children’s education in building their character and facilitate their overall 
development. The vision is “children’s growth, wisdom and body, is based on love, 
rooted in truth.”-“爱心为基，根植真理，心灵智慧，同步成长。”  
 
There are five full-time teachers and around 30 children in the child centre. The 
degree of attendance varies from month to month. From the four-month recordings 
corpus, 40 people’s productions were captured, including those of 11 bilingual 
children, 20 monolingual children, six teachers and three parents. The term, ‘bilingual 
children’ means that they are international children whose parents are all from 
countries other than China. The children acquire one language (English or Korean) 
mainly at home and Mandarin in school and Chinese communities. The term, 
‘monolingual children’ refers to the children from local communities. Their parents, 
sometimes also with grandparents at home, mainly speak Mandarin Chinese.  
 
Among the 11 bilingual children, 10 children have citizenship from English-speaking 
countries, such as Australia, US, South Africa, while one is from Korea. All the 
English-Mandarin bilingual children as their monolingual peers in this study attend 
the same childcare in Mainland China. All the children have normal intellectual and 
interpersonal development. 
 
The children, regardless of whether they are local or international, are arranged into 
four different classes (dots, star, moon and sun) according to their age. The childcare 
is not intended to be a bilingual one although there are some bilingual children. The 
bilingual children come to school to learn Mandarin, so teachers are required to speak 
Mandarin to kids of English background at school as much as they can. On particular 
occasions, English may be used, e.g., for explanations, especially for safety reasons 
when the child is not able to understand Mandarin well. All the childcare teachers 
have at least diploma qualification in childcare, and they all have at least basic 
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communicative skills in English. Each teacher takes care of five or eight  children in 
class. 
 
All English-Mandarin bilingual children only attend the morning sessions from 8:30 
to 11:30 (those who do not have lunch at school) or up to 12:30 (those who have 
lunch and listen to Mandarin stories after lunch). The number of children in 
attendance for morning sessions also varies from child to child, ranging from two to 
five each week. All of them are homeschooled in English by their parents at home.The 
following table shows the schedule of a normal school day at the childcare centre. 
Table 3.1 Schedule of a school day in the childcare centre 
Time  Activities Note 
8:30-9:00 coming to school  
9:00-9:30 morning story time and exercises all children together 
9:30-9:40 break usually for toilet and drinking water 
9:40-10:00 first class  
10:00-10:20 morning tea  
10:20-10:50 outdoor activities  
10:50-11:00 break  
11:00-11:20 second class  
11:20-11:30 break EZ, JD and XM leaving school 
11:30-12:00 lunch time  
12:00-12:20 story time all children together 
12:20-12:30 break other bilingual children leaving school 
12:30-14:30 midday rest  
14:30-14:50 afternoon tea  
14:50-15:10 third class  
15:10-15:20 break  
15:20-15:40 fourth class  
15:45-16:20 outdoor activities  
16:20-16:30 break  
16:30-17:00 dinner  
17:00-17:30 packing up and leaving  
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We will introduce the details of bilingual children, monolingual children and their 
teachers relating to the study in the following section. 
3.2.2  Profiles of Bilingual Children 
Among the 11 bilingual children in the childcare, seven are included for data analysis 
in this study, as shown in the following table. Of the four children who are excluded 
from the data analysis, one child’s home language is Korean; two children have just 
come to this school, and their number of productions in corpus are very small and 
mostly in English; one child only attended the school for one month. 
 
Table 3.2 Profiles of bilingual children 
No. Child Grade/Class Age Range1 Gender Home Country 
1 HJ 1 star 3;5;1 -3;9;1 Male Australia 
2 ZH 1 star 3;8;16-4;0;16 Male US 
3 EZ 1 star 4;6;11-4;10;11 Male South Africa 
4 XM 2 moon 5;0;24-5;4;24 Male US 
5 HW 2 moon 5;5;4-5;9;4 Male Australia 
6 JD 2 moon 5;6;21-5;10;21 Female South Africa 
7 ML 3 sun 5;6;1-5;10;1 Female US 
 
The seven bilingual children listed in table 3.2 are all citizens of English-speaking 
countries with both parents speaking English at home. They attend the same childcare 
centre and study in three different grades and classes. The audio/video recordings 
lasted for a term of four months, as their age range shows in the table. 
 
ZH and ML were born in China, others migrated to China when they were three 
months (HJ), six months (XM), one year and six months (EZ), two years and six 
months (HW and JD). All the seven children were exposed to English from birth by 
parents and to Mandarin before three years old. According to researchers such as  
McLaughlin (1978) and Paradis et al.(2011, p. 59) who define simultaneous bilingual 
acquisition as acquiring two languages before the age of three, the seven children can 
                                                 
1 Children’s age is described as years;months;days. For instance 3;5;1 means this child is 3 years 5 
months and 1 day old. 
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be classified into English-Mandarin bilingual children. Thus their Mandarin 
development is examined in the framework of bilingual acquisition. 
 
Following Qi (2011), all the seven bilingual children’s sociolinguistic settings and 
input conditions are described (also see tables in appendix A for details). Siblings are 
described in the same section. The bilingual children’s input information is collected 
through questionnaires and recordings from parents, childcare givers and 
observational data.  
 
HJ and HW 
HJ and HW’s parents are native Australians who have been studying and working in 
Xi’an Mainland China for around three years. Both their father and mother received 
higher education from Australia, majoring in science and engineering. They started to 
learn Mandarin soon after their arrival. They first arrived in China when their elder 
son HW was two years and six months of age and their second son, HJ was around 
two months old. HW was then sent to the childcare when he was three years old. 
Their parents immediately started to learn Mandarin after having settled down. They 
are very motivated Mandarin learners, as they always try every chance to speak 
Mandarin with teachers and other Chinese parents. The parents also practise their 
Mandarin at home with each other, and they speak Mandarin to their children 
sometimes. A Chinese house-helper comes four times a week (four hours each time) 
to help with housework.  
 
ZH and ML 
ZH and ML’s parents are Americans, and have been learning Chinese and working in 
China for around six years. Both of the children were born in Beijing. The parents 
have received higher education in the US. The mother majored in linguistics, and the 
father’s specialty is history and education. Their Mandarin level is the highest among 
the three families in this study, according to ratings by the childcare teachers. They 
keep speaking English to their children almost all the time except when Chinese 
friends visit their home occasionally. Although they speak good Mandarin, they do not 
speak Mandarin to their children, as they don’t want their children to pick up their 
foreign accent. They send their children to childcare from an earlier age for five 
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mornings sessions each week, and do home schooling in English at home in the 
afternoon. They have returned to America twice for about half a year each time. There 
are four children in this family. Before this family moved to Xi’an, ML (from two-
and-a-half to three-and-a-half years of age) and her elder brother were the only 
foreign children attending a Mandarin-speaking childcare in Beijing where they went 
to school five mornings each week. A Chinese house-helper came to their home to 
help with housework two afternoons per week.  
 
EZ and JD 
EZ and JD are siblings whose parents are native speakers from South Africa. This 
family has lived in China for three years prior to this study. EZ and JD’s first 
exposure to Chinese was when they were one-and-a-half and two-and-a-half years of 
age respectively. JD was then sent to the childcare for two mornings a week from age 
two years and seven months to two years and 10 months. Following this, the family 
returned to South Africa two months later, and they did not come back to China again 
until EZ was two years and seven months and JD was three years and seven months of 
age. The two children were sent to the childcare three mornings a week on Monday, 
Wednesday and Friday from 8:30am to 11:30am without having lunch in the 
childcare. According to self-rating and the teachers’ rating of the parents’ Chinese 
level, the parents of this family were rated the lowest of the four families, especially 
the mother.  
 
XM 
XM was born in the US. His parents attended a Mandarin-speaking church before 
they migrated to Xi’an China when he was six months old. His parents have lived in 
China for around seven years. They continue to speak only English to their children, 
as they believe non-native input is not beneficial for children’s language development 
(data from the interview). The parents’ Chinese level is high, especially in the case of 
the mother. XM has an elder sister who is seven years old at the time of the study. His 
sister goes to a local Chinese primary school five days a week. According to his 
parents, the girl is good at both Mandarin and English in both speech and literacy. She 
sometimes speaks Mandarin to the younger ones. 
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3.2.3  Profiles of Monolingual Children 
As table 3.3 shows, 12 monolingual children will be included in the data analysis in 
this study. Children whose number of utterances are smaller than 20 are excluded in 
this study. Thus, seven monolingual children are excluded in data analysis. Local 
children and international children are mixed into the same grade or class mainly 
based on their age. They are ideal subjects as monolingual controls for bilingual 
children.  
 
Table 3.3 Profiles of monolingual children 
No. Child Grade/Class Age Range Gender 
1 MM 1 star 3;5;7-3;9;7 Male 
2 JJ 1 star 3;5;8-3;9;8 Female 
3 RR 1 star 3;7;2-3;11;2 Male 
4 NN 1 star 3;11;4-;4;3;04 Male 
5 QM 1 star 4;0;6-4;4;6 Female 
6 ZL 2 moon 3;5;5-3;9;5 Female 
7 ZR 2 moon 4;1;5-4;5;5 Male 
8 FF 2 moon 4;4;0-4;8;0 Male 
9 QN 2 moon 5;4;9-5;8;9 Male 
10 TT 3 sun 5;4;1-5;8;1 Male 
11 SN 3 sun 5;7;0-5;11;0 Female 
12 LL 3 sun 5;9;12;-6;2;12 Male 
 
 
All monolingual children attend whole-day schooling from Monday to Friday except 
for an occasional absence for being sick or other particular reasons. The monolingual 
children are exposed to Mandarin both at home from parents (several families also 
with grandparents) and at school. For all monolingual children’s parents, at least one 
parent from each family has received higher education, especially the mother. 
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Mandarin Chinese is spoken at home most of the time. The monolingual children have 
two English classes (20 minutes each time) based on local childcare English books for 
learning some words and very basic sentences. They may overhear the bilingual 
children talking to each other in English; however, almost no English production was 
observed from them, with the exception of “yes” and “no” occasionally. 
 
3.2.4  Profiles of Teachers 
As shown in table 3.4, four teachers are in charge of four classes respectively. Each 
teacher also teaches some courses to students of other classes according to their 
talents. There are also some activities that all children take part in every school day. 
This means that children in the childcare centre interact with not only their head 
teacher but also other teachers frequently. Except for WH, all the teachers are 
females. They are from different parts of northern China and have received higher 
education in Xi’an, a metropolitan of rich ancient civilisations with over 40 higher 
institutions, and have lived in Xi’an for at least eight years. They use Mandarin in 
almost every aspect of their life in this city. All the teachers have at least 
communicative competence in English. 
 
Table 3.4 Profiles of teachers 
Teacher Role Education 
TD head teacher for star class associate degree 
TJ head teacher for moon class bachelor 
TL head teacher for sun class associate degree 
TW head teacher for dot class associate degree 
WH volunteer helper and researcher master 
 
WH was an English teacher at a local university in Xi’an. He has constantly visited 
the childcare as a volunteer helper and a part-time teacher. The children were very 
happy to play with the male teacher; the boys in particular. Before the data collection, 
he was very familiar with every child and their parents. He was also frequently invited 
to be a photographer for the school in some celebrations, such as children’s day, 
graduation ceremony, Christmas, etc. In the next part, we will describe the method of 
data collection. 
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3.3  Method of Data Collection 
3.3.1  Observation 
Observing a group from inside as a group member is termed, ‘participant observation’ 
(Nortier, 2008). The advantage of participant observation is that people who are 
observed behave more naturally; however, it takes much time and energy to become 
an insider (Nortier, 2008). Participant observation has been adopted as the researcher 
was an insider who was a part-time teacher and also a helper for other things. The 
researcher came to the childcare for teaching and other tasks almost every week over 
two years although only four months of observation data will be analysed in this 
research. The observations include bilingual children’s class-time observation, 
playing sessions observation and other activities in the childcare to understand their 
language use patterns and the manner in which they interact with peers, teachers, and 
parents. 
3.3.2  Audio and Video Recordings 
The corpus comprises of 22 days of recordings (mostly in video) mainly in the 
childcare centre context over a whole school term of four months. Table 3.5 shows the 
date and duration of 22 days of recording over a period of four months from 27 
February to 27 June. The length of recording sessions ranges from about 20 to 50 
minutes a day. The recordings were all made in morning at school except for 25 May, 
which was recorded at one child’s home in the afternoon. Total duration is 739 
minutes, with 34 minutes/day on average.  
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Table 3.5 Weekly recordings 
 
There are 81 episodes of recordings including their duration, relevant child or class 
involved, place, activities and recording type (for details, see appendix B). The 
recordings of a single day may comprise of several episodes when children are 
involved in different activities in different places of the school. There are variations 
for the length of recordings. Some activities like class time may last longer, while 
others such as children playing during break may only last several minutes. 
 
In order to capture the natural spontaneous speech productions of teacher-child 
interactions and child-to-child interactions in the childcare centre, a series of their 
activities in a range of contexts were recorded. In class time, teachers are usually 
dominant in talking far more than children. However, for the free playing and outdoor 
activities, children often play in small groups so their conversations with peers can be 
captured. Peer conversations can be interactions among only monolingual children, or 
only bilingual children, or between bilingual children and monolingual children. 
Some bilingual children like ZH and ML come to school five mornings a week, while 
others like EZ and JD may only come three mornings, so there is the variability of the 
recordings for each bilingual child on a weekly basis. The recording on 25 May was 
Session Date Duration Session Date Duration 
1 27 Feb 0:50:16 12 17 Aril 0:53:41 
2 4 March 0:23:00 13 26 Aril 0:28:12 
3 7 March 0:19:39 14 9 May 0:32:59 
4 12 March 0:20:58 15 15 May 0:33:55 
5 15 March 0:41:26 16 22 May 0:24:49 
6 20 March 0:32:09 17 23 May 0:33:41 
7 21 March 0:19:13 18 25 May 0:42:49 
8 27 March 0:28:09 19 29 May 0:35:34 
9 4 April 0:49:18 20 7 June 0:48:52 
10 10 April 0:37:42 21 13 June 0:27:55 
11 11 April 0:26:50 22 27 June 0:27:59 
Total Duration: 739 minutes            34 minutes/day on average 
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made in ZL’s home when the bilingual child ML was invited to play with ZL there. 
All other recordings were made in school. 
 
The equipment used for recording are a Sony Video Camera and a Hyundai audio 
recorder. The recording files were transferred from camera or recorder to computer as 
well as a hard drive as soon as the recordings finished each day. 
3.3.3  Transcription 
The speech data were transcribed by the researcher of this thesis and a teacher who 
worked in the childcare centre. The transcriptions were then checked by them. Both 
the researcher and the teacher are Mandarin-English bilinguals and are very familiar 
with every child’s voice in that school. Video recordings are very helpful to discover 
the sounds produced by a certain person in recordings of a group of children. The rich 
contexts in videos also help the transcribers make clearer decisions for specific words, 
especially words of homophones in Chinese. All Mandarin utterances were 
transcribed into Chinese characters. 
 
Transcribing requires a large investment of time. There are some transcribing 
softwares available to assist transcribers for the more painstaking tasks. This  software 
usually has hot keys, making it easier to play, to stop and to trace back or forward, 
thus saving time for transcribers. We used both Transcriber-Pro and Express Scribe 
Transcription Software Pro to perform the draft transcription.  
 
Once the transcription of each recording was completed, the software enabled us to 
check the accuracy of transcription by watching the video and checking the transcripts 
on the same screen simultaneously. The transcripts were then stored as text files.  
 
A Chinese word may comprise of one single character, two or even more characters. 
The criteria for a word in Mandarin still does not have consensus of agreement among 
Chinese linguists. Unlike English, there is no space between words in written Chinese 
texts. I adopt Jieba (software to insert space between words in Chinese) in Antconc to 
insert space between words. Jieba has been rated highly for its accuracy in dividing 
52 
 
Chinese words. However, there is no software we could trust one hundred per cent for 
its accuracy, especially for a specific research purpose.  
 
We manually checked the output with words divided, focusing on classifiers and zài-
PP for the purpose of this study. It was found that Jieba regards a demonstrative and a 
classifier combination such as zhè gè ‘this CL’ and yí gè ‘one CL’as single words. 
Such word combinations were further divided so that classifiers were separated from 
other types of words. The transcripts were then coded into CHAT (Codes for the 
Human Analysis of Transcripts) in order to run in CLAN(Computerized Language 
Analysis) (MacWhinney, 2000). 
 
The majority of utterances are Mandarin in the corpus. A symbol [- eng] will be 
placed at the beginning of an English utterance if the majority of utterances in a file 
are in Mandarin. English words mixed in Mandarin utterances will be marked @s at 
the end of a word, and the same rule applies to Mandarin words mixed in English 
utterances. 
 
Figure 3.1. shows a sample of transcript in an episode, which records a conversation 
between WH and ML about children washing their hands after eating snacks. ML told 
WH that LS (an English-speaking child who has only been in the school for three 
months) jumped the queue while washing hands. WH encouraged ML to talk to LS. 
As ML thought LS did not understand much Mandarin, she spoke English to her. 
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@Begin 
@Languages: zho, eng 
@Participants: ML Target_Child, WH Teacher 
@ID: zho, eng|June0701|ML|5;9.2|female|bi-child||Target_Child||| 
@ID: zho, eng|June0701|WH||male|teacher||Teacher||| 
@Date: 07-JUN-2013 
@Situation: washing hands 
  
*WH: Linsey@s , 你 需要 排队 . 
%mor: n:prop:L2|Linsey cm|cm pro|ni3=you n|xu1yao4=need 
 v|pai2dui4=stand_in_line . 
*WH: 你 跟 她 说 . 
%mor: pro|ni3=you prep|gen1=with pro|ta1=she v|shuo1=say . 
*ML: [- eng] if I stand in front , I first do it . 
%mor: conj|if pro|I v|stand prep|in n|front cm|cm pro:sub|I adv|first 
 v|do pro|it . 
*WH: 明白 了 吗 ? 
%mor: adj|ming2bai2=clear sfp|le=exclamation sfp|ma=question ? 
*WH: Linsey@s , 你 听 明白 了 吗 ? 
%mor: n:prop:L2|Linsey cm|cm pro|ni3=you v|ting1=listen adj|ming2bai2=clear 
 sfp|le=exclamation sfp|ma=question ? 
*ML: 还有 , 她 需要 穿 鞋 . 
%mor: adv|hai2you3=moreover cm|cm pro|ta1=she n|xu1yao4=need 
 v|chuan1=put_on n|xie2=shoe . 
*WH: 她 能 听 懂 汉语 吗 ? 
%mor: pro|ta1=she v:aux|neng2=can v|ting1=listen v|dong3=understand 
n|han4yu3=Mandarin sfp|ma=question ? 
*ML: 能 听 懂 一点点 . 
%mor: v:aux|neng2=can v|ting1=listen v|dong3=understand 
adv|yi1dian3dian3=a_little . 
@End 
Figure 3.1 A Sample of Transcript in CHAT format 
3.3.4  Tagging 
Words are tagged with grammatical categories in order to make grammatical analysis 
using the CLAN. CLAN is able to generate morphological tiers automatically with the 
command: mor *.cha. This command means adding grammatical morphemes to all 
CHAT files in the working folder. Mandarin Chinese MOR grammar was built by 
MacWhinney (2008) and Tardif (1996), providing a list of the 20,000 highest 
frequency forms of Putonghua along with their English translations and 
Romanisation. To add Mandarin MOR, the Mandarin MOR should be downloaded 
and placed in the lib folder and set the route of command window into 
C:/TALKBANK/CLAN/LIB/zho/zho. Then CLAN will automatically add the 
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morphological tier below the utterance and marked by ‘%mor’. The program also 
notifies words unidentified from the grammar bank. There are altogether more than a 
thousand tokens, which failed to be identified by Mandarin MOR. These tokens 
include proper names, and other frequently and infrequently used words. Words 
unidentified were then added into the list of existing lexicon bank following the rule 
of MOR grammar. Next, the MOR program was run again until every word was 
assigned a grammatical category, accompanied by English translations and 
Romanisation Pinyin. The problem, which arose was that more words are waiting to 
be added to the list. 
 
To add English morphological tier, the route of the command window into 
C:/TALKBANK/CLAN/LIB/eng/eng was set and the program: mor *.cha was run. 
The CHAT files with morphological tiers were found in the output folder. All English 
words in the corpus were identified by English MOR.  
 
MOR may assign several categories to one word. For example, the Chinese word 把  
bǎ is assigned a preposition (object-marker) and a classifier the same time. POST 
program was run to disambiguate the %mor line. POST program is based on the 
disambiguation database. For Mandarin Chinese, this database is still very limited, so 
there are still errors found. For example, the prep (object-marker) bǎ is assigned as a 
classifier. The same error also happens to assign a wrong category to zài, which can 
be an aspect marker denoting progressive aspect and a locative preposition. To ensure 
the accuracy of data analysis, all words marked as classifiers were manually checked 
in morphological tiers, and classifiers and zài in the main line. Wrong category errors 
were corrected in the morphological tiers. 
 
Mandarin MOR grammar makes no distinction between measure words and 
classifiers. Measure words were kept assigned as classifiers; however, in the data 
analysis, the measure words will be excluded according to the distinction between 
them (see Chapter 4 distinction between classifiers and measure words). 
Disambiguation and checking were also conducted manually for English utterances. 
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3.3.5  Size of Corpus Data 
The following table shows the data size of recording transcripts over a school term of 
four months. Forty speakers, including 11 bilingual children, 20 monolingual 
children, three parents, and six teachers, appeared in the transcripts. There are a total 
of 10197 utterances, with 9427 Mandarin utterances, 773 English utterances and 52 
mixed utterances. There are altogether 51912 tokens of Mandarin words and 3498 
tokens of English words. 
 
A number of 16 speakers (those coloured in grey) have been excluded from data 
analysis in this study due to very small number of utterances produced and age not 
being suitable for comparison to the main informants – the seven bilingual children. 
One teacher (TZ, the manager of the school) and the three parents’ utterances which 
are mainly conversations among adults, are also excluded in data analysis. 
 
Table 3.6 Size of the corpus data 
No. *SP Group #U #EU #CU #MU #WT #EWT #CWT 
1 XC bi-0dot 14 8 5 1 24 17 7 
2 EZ bi-1star 480 113 346 21 1820 469 1351 
3 HJ bi-1star 280 71 208 1 903 254 649 
4 ZH bi-1star 175 81 90 4 580 307 273 
5 HW bi-2moon 289 62 226 1 1086 272 814 
6 JD bi-2moon 187 85 94 8 760 428 332 
7 XM bi-2moon 144 55 87 2 451 219 232 
8 SY bi-2moon 33 0 33 0 113 0 113 
9 LS bi-2moon 17 14 3 0 51 44 7 
10 ML bi-3sun 423 26 394 3 1706 111 1595 
11 LY bi-3sun 32 0 32 0 131 0 131 
12 EX mo-0dot 19 1 18 0 99 1 98 
13 PP mo-0dot 7 0 7 0 25 0 25 
14 YY mo-0dot 7 0 7 0 17 0 17 
15 SS mo-0dot 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 
16 DN mo-0dot 1 0 1 0 5 0 5 
17 QM mo-1star 179 2 176 1 757 5 752 
18 JJ mo-1star 146 0 145 1 601 0 601 
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No. *SP Group #U #EU #CU #MU #WT #EWT #CWT 
19 RR mo-1star 129 0 129 0 551 0 551 
20 NN mo-1star 103 1 101 1 406 1 405 
21 MM mo-1star 90 0 90 0 302 0 302 
22 QN mo-1star 44 0 44 0 213 0 213 
23 XY mo-1star 15 0 15 0 52 0 52 
24 ZL mo-2moon 92 9 83 0 365 19 346 
25 ZR mo-2moon 91 0 91 0 471 0 471 
26 TY mo-2moon 33 0 33 0 161 0 161 
27 FF mo-2moon 27 0 27 0 95 0 95 
28 BB mo-2moon 12 0 12 0 57 0 57 
29 LL mo-3sun 169 0 169 0 647 0 647 
30 TT mo-3sun 157 0 165 0 574 0 574 
31 SN mo-3sun 82 0 82 0 389 0 389 
32 MO parent 94 3 91 0 630 12 618 
33 FA parent 63 0 63 0 297 0 297 
34 JM parent 15 2 13 0 91 10 81 
35 TD teacher 2461 3 2458 0 15553 13 15540 
36 WH teacher 2228 186 2036 6 12702 989 11713 
37 TL teacher 782 27 753 2 6086 219 5867 
38 TJ teacher 743 20 723 0 4625 90 4535 
39 TW teacher 275 1 274 0 1669 6 1663 
40 TZ teacher 58 3 55 0 343 12 331 
Total   10197 773 9424 52 55410 3498 51912 
*SP=speaker; #U=No. of utterances; #EU=No. of English utterances;  
#CU=No. of Chinese utterances; #MU=No. of mixed utterances;  
#WT=No. of word tokens; #EWT=No. of English word tokens; 
 #CWT=No. of Chinese word tokens 
 
The utterances produced by the 25 speakers make up 96.2% (9809 out of 10197). As 
this research mainly analyses Chinese utterances, the size of Chinese corpus data of 
the 26 speakers is shown in the following table. From table 3.7, we can see that 
although the number of bilingual children is only around half that of monolinguals, 
they produced more Mandarin utterances than their monolingual peers. This may be 
due to the fact that that bilinguals are target informants while the recording was made, 
and also  because some bilinguals are more active in class. Both teachers’ Chinese 
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utterances and word tokens are predominant in the corpus, which provides rich data 
for input analysis. 
 
Table 3.7 No. of Chinese utterances and word tokens 
Group #*SP # CU #CU Ratio #CWT #CWT Ratio 
Bi-Children 7 1445 16.1% 5246 10.5% 
Mo-children 12 1302 14.5% 5346 10.7% 
Teachers 5 6244 69.4% 39318 78.8% 
Total 25 8991 100.0% 49910 100.0% 
#*SP =No. of speaker; #CU=No. of Chinese utterances; #CWT=No. of Chinese word tokens 
3.3.6  Questionnaires 
In bilingual acquisition research, questionnaires are useful tools in understanding the 
sociolinguistic profile of the informants, such as language history, language choice, 
language dominance, language attitudes, language exposure, parents’ strategies, etc. 
(Nortier, 2008). In this research, both bilingual children’s parents and teachers 
completed the questionnaires. The bilingual children were either at home with parents 
or at school with their teachers. Therefore, giving both parents and teachers 
questionnaire was very helpful in grasping the entire picture of their language 
environments, as well as many other related variables. 
 
A parent of a bilingual child received two questionnaires. The first one (see appendix 
E) mainly concerns the language exposure of the child and parents’ ratings on the 
child’s proficiency in understanding and speaking Mandarin and English. The second 
questionnaire (see appendix F) given to parents is for the parents’ information about 
the use of two languages, including how long they have lived in China, and how long 
they have learned Chinese, as well as their self-ratings on their own Chinese 
proficiency. Some parents (mother of ZH and ML, and mother of EZ and JD) took the 
questionnaires home from school and brought them to school when finished; others 
(mother of XM and father of HJ and HW) filled in the questionnaires in an interview 
visit. 
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Information provided by parents helps us to understand the children’s language 
exposure from birth. Parents’ ratings on their children’s language proficiency of two 
languages are usually reliable, especially the language they use more frequently with 
the child. However, for the bilingual children in this study, parents may not know 
more than teachers about children’s proficiency and use of Mandarin, as parents 
indicated that their home language was mostly English. Therefore, bilingual 
children’s head teachers were also asked to rate the bilingual children’s proficiency in 
Mandarin and to provide other information such as the child’s playmates at school.  
3.3.7  Interviews 
Face-to-face interviews help us acquire in-depth knowledge of particular bilingual 
contexts or speakers (Codó, 2008). In order to know as much information about 
bilingual children’s input conditions, parents, teachers and bilingual children 
themselves were interviewed. 
 
Bilingual children’s parents in this study are very concerned about their children’s 
Mandarin development, especially ZH and ML’s parents and HJ and HW’s parents. 
The seven bilingual children in this study are from four different families. All the four 
families have at least three children. Usually, the father was working or studying. 
Their schedules were quite full. In spite of that, a face-to-face interview with HJ’s and 
HW’s father in a coffee bar was conducted, as well as with XM’s mother during a 
family visit of a childcare teacher. A list of questions was prepared, including not only 
factual questions but also some open questions about personal opinions. The 
interviews were audio-recorded. ZH and ML’s mother as well as EZ and JD’s mother 
answered interview questions in written form, as they were not able to spare extra 
time for an interview visit under a full schedule. 
 
Teachers are not only familiar with the children they teach but also know much about 
parents’ strategies and attitudes about fostering their children’s development of two 
languages. The communication between teachers and parents was often quite 
frequent.  
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Three childcare teachers, TD, TJ and TW were interviewed. Firstly, the teacher was 
asked to introduce the class she was in charge of and explain how she taught the 
English-background children to help them learn Mandarin. Next, the teacher was 
asked to provide details of each bilingual child’s Mandarin learning over time, 
including their playmates at school. Teachers’ interviews were video-recorded. 
 
Bilingual children themselves were also interviewed. The following questions were 
asked: ‘Do you speak Chinese at home?’ ‘Do your daddy and mummy speak Chinese 
to you at home?’ ‘Do you play with Chinese children after school?’ ‘Which language 
is easier for you, English or Chinese?’ The bilingual children were asked these 
questions or some of these questions when they were happy to talk. If they did not 
answer, another time was found to ask them. Usually, two questions at a time were 
found to be beneficial. Most interviews were captured by video recordings.  
3.3.8  Diary Data 
Diaries help to record utterances, which might not be captured in the video recording. 
The researcher asked some teachers to take notes of some particular utterances and 
some interesting things related to the use of Mandarin by bilingual children. Although 
the diary data is not rich, the records supplement other sources of data. 
3.3.9  Elicited Productions 
One limitation of corpus study is that certain items or constructions occurred rarely in 
natural spontaneous speech. For example, although young children may 
predominantly use the general classifier  gè，specific classifiers are rarely used in 
their speech. Does this mean they have no knowledge of those specific classifiers? In 
the area of children’s Mandarin classifier acquisition, the corpus study was 
supplemented by elicited productions. The testing materials were adopted from Ning 
and Gu’s (2013) work, Testing linguistic abilities of preschool children. 
 
Five bilingual children and nine monolingual children participated in both the 
comprehension and production tests of some classifiers and container measure words. 
Most of the children performed the tests at the end of November and beginning of 
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December, about four months after the last recording session. HW did the test in early 
March the following year. The following table shows the 14 children who did both 
comprehension and production tests on certain classifiers. All the children listed were 
the same children among the children shown in table 3.6. EZ and JD returned to their 
home country, so they did not participate in the tests. 
 
Table 3.8 Participants in classifier elicited productions 
No. Child Group Gender Age 
1 HJ bilingual Male 4;2 
2 ZH bilingual Male 4;5 
3 XM bilingual Male 5;1 
4 HW bilingual Male 6;5 
5 ML bilingual Female 6;2 
6 MM monolingual Male 4;3 
7 JJ monolingual Female 4;4 
8 RR monolingual Male 4;5 
9 NN monolingual Male 4;7 
10 QM monolingual Female 4;8 
11 ZR monolingual Male 4;9 
12 FF monolingual Male 5;1 
13 BB monolingual Female 5;2 
14 QN monolingual Male 6;2 
 
 
Each child is tested separately by the researcher in a room at the childcare centre. All 
children except for ZH, MM and NN were tested only once, as all of them were very 
eager to participate. ZH, MM and NN were tested twice because they demonstrated 
different patterns from others. However, these three children produced the same thing 
in the repeated test. In order to ensure these children knew the noun for each entity in 
the picture, the researcher presented the noun of each picture to the child, 
intentionally avoiding using classifiers as in (1) below: 
(1) zhè shì wàzi, zhè shì yǔmáo, zhè shì xiàngpiàn, zhè shì shù 
     this  is  sock  this is feather    this  is  photo         this is tree 
“These are socks; this is a feather; this is a photo; this is a tree” 
61 
 
There are two parts of the experiment: the comprehension test and the production test. 
The experiment is audio recorded, and then transcribed by the researcher and later 
double-checked by a teacher of the kindergarten who is very familiar with every 
child’s voice. 
Comprehension Test  
The test assesses whether the children understand that the relationship between a 
classifier and an entity denoted by a noun is a relatively fixed one. The classifiers are 
organised into groups with four pictures denoting different entities depicted on one 
page. Three classifiers and two container measure words were tested on five pages of 
20 pictures (four picture entities per page) as shown in Table 3.9. 
Table 3.9 Classifiers and measure words comprehension test 
 
Each child is presented with a group of four pictures representing different entities on 
a page each time, and they are prompted to speak out a specific entity required by a 
specific classifier as (2) exemplifies.  
(2)  nǐ kàn, zhèlǐ yǒu yì kē shénme? 
you look, here have one-CL what? 
“Look, what of one CL is here?” 
Classifier   Pictures on the Page Corresponding Classifiers 
杯 bēi a cup of water, a bottle of drink, 
a bowl of steamed rice,  
a bag of sugar  
杯 bēi, 瓶 píng 
碗 wǎn, 包 bāo 
棵 kē a pair of socks, a feather,  
a photo, a tree 
双 shuāng, 片 piàn 
张 zhāng, 棵 kē 
条 tiáo a horse, a car,  
a fish, a bunch of grapes 
匹 pǐ, 辆 liàng 
条 tiáo, 串 chuàn 
本 běn a pen, a soap, 
a flower, a book 
支 zhī, 块 kuài 
朵 duǒ, 本 běn 
碗 wǎn a cup of water, a bottle of drinks, 
a bowl of steamed rice, a bag of candies  
杯 bēi, 瓶 píng 
碗 wǎn, 包 bāo 
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The child can see four pictures on one page: a pair of socks, a feather, a photo and a 
tree. The child is expected to say shù ‘tree’ or yì kē shù ‘one-Cl tree’ if he has the 
knowledge of the relatively fixed relationship between a classifier and an entity 
represented by a noun. For the convenience of quantitative analysis, children’s 
productions will be converted to scores. If the child says shù ‘tree’ or yì kē shù ‘one-
Cl tree’, he/she gets 1 score. If he pairs the classifier with the wrong entity or says 
nothing, he gets 0. 
Production Test 
The production test investigates whether the children demonstrate knowledge of basic 
syntactic nature of Mandarin classifiers and whether they show overgeneralisation in 
production. The same children are tested separately to elicit their production of 
Mandarin classifiers. The same classifiers as comprehension test and two measure 
words were tested as shown in the table 3.10 below: 
Table 3.10 Classifiers and measure words for production test 
       Classifier Pictures on each page 
       棵 kē Two trees 
       条 tiáo Three fish 
       杯 bēi Three cups of water 
      本 běn Five books 
      堆 duī Two piles of soil 
 
A child is presented with a picture of a number of the same items (usually from two to 
five). Then the child is asked a question as (3) exemplifies: 
(3) Zhè shì yú, qǐng   nǐ    gàosù wǒ yǒu duōshǎo ya? 
This is fish please you tell me have how many SFP 
“These are fish; please tell me, how many?” 
If the child says sān tiáo ‘three CL’ or sān tiáo yú ‘three CL fish’, he/she scores 1. If 
the child says sān gè ‘three CL’ or sān zhī  ‘three CL’ using general classifiers or 
other classifiers, he/she gets 0.5 score as using general classifiers is inappropriate but 
still shows basic syntactic knowledge of Mandarin classifiers. If the child only says 
only a number, he/she gets 0. 
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3.4  Method of Data Analysis 
This section describes how the data is analysed in this research. The data in this 
research include a corpus of naturalistic speech recordings, questionnaire and 
interview data, diary data and elicited productions.  
 
Both quantitative and qualitative analyses are adopted in this research. The CLAN 
programs are employed to analyse the corpus data, such as extracting the target 
grammatical domains of analysis – Mandarin classifier and zài-PP productions, 
counting frequency and measuring mean length of utterances in words (MLUw).  
 
The questionnaire data offers both quantitative and qualitative information about 
bilingual children’s input conditions and parents’ and teachers’ ratings on bilingual 
children’s language proficiency and use. Interview data from parents, teachers and 
bilingual children themselves, mostly qualitative, provides other information about 
bilingual children’s development of two languages, such as children’s own evaluation 
of their language dominance, the circle of playgroups, parents’ attitudes and 
strategies.  
3.4.1  Analysis of Classifiers  
Classifiers in corpus 
CLAN programs are very efficient and effective in analysing corpus transcribed in 
CHAT format. “KWAL” (function: to search for word patterns and prints the line) and 
“COMBO” (function: to search for complex string patterns) are run to extract all 
utterances with classifiers from the corpus, and “FREQ” (function: to compute the 
frequencies of the words) is used to count the frequency of each classifier produced 
by each speaker. Her’s (2012a; 2010) proposal that measure words should not be 
classified into classifiers was adopted in this study. Measure words, which are also 
assigned by MOR grammar as classifiers for part of speech, are excluded from the list 
of classifiers and the frequency counts in output files.  
 
For the research questions in classifier acquisition part, a list of analysis follows. First, 
a list of classifiers with number of types and tokens produced by each speaker is 
generated. Second, all utterances in the corpus are manually checked to find out if 
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there are any omissions of classifiers, which are obligatory to use. Third, all 
utterances with classifiers are manually checked to detect cases of classifier overuse; 
the use of some general classifiers where specific classifiers should be used based on 
prescriptive use of classifiers in classifier dictionary (Guo, 2002). Fourth, patterns of 
gè overuse will be classified into several construction patterns, Dem+CL+N 
(classifers preceded by demonstratives like zhè ‘this’ and nà ‘that’), Dem/Num+CL 
(classifier preceded by a demonstrative or a numeral but with noun omitted), 
Num+CL+N (classifier preceded by a numeral and followed by a noun). The number 
and ratio of each construction pattern is counted. Fifth, all the results obtained from 
analysis above will be compared between bilingual children and monolingual children 
to answer the research questions as to whether bilinguals’ acquisition is different from 
that of monolingual peers. The seven bilingual children’s results are also compared to 
understand the effect of different input conditions on the acquisition of classifier. The 
results of both bilinguals and monolinguals will also be compared with teachers’ 
results to know the influence of input from teachers’ production on children’s 
acquisition of Mandarin classifiers. 
 
Elicited productions 
The data from the elicited productions of some classifiers and measure words 
complement the corpus data. Some commonly used classifiers may not be found in 
corpus, but this does not mean the children cannot comprehend or even produce them. 
Children are tested as to whether they can match a specific classifier they hear with a 
noun and what specific classifiers they use for counting. Coding and scoring have 
been described in 3.3.9. 
3.4.2  Analysis of Locative zài-PPs 
Similar CLAN programs are used to extract all locative zài-PPs from the corpus files, 
and to count the frequency of its use by each speaker. The word order of locative zài-
PPs can be [zài-PP] without a verb, [zài-PP V] and [V zài-PP]. To answer research 
question 1(refer to 5.3), the number and proportion of zài-PPs, which appear in the 
three different word orders are computed to find whether bilingual children produce 
significantly different proportions of [V zài-PP] and [zài-PP V] order in Mandarin 
from monolingual peers, and whether syntactic errors of non-target [V zài-PP] could 
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be found in bilingual and monolingual children’s productions. If non-target [V zài-PP] 
productions are found in bilingual children’s productions, each bilingual child’s zài-
PP productions, including the non-target ones, will be compared to answer question 2 
regarding whether bilingual children with different input conditions differ from each 
other in the acquisition of this domain. Lastly, teachers’ zài-PP productions are 
compared with bilingual children’s in terms of the proportion of three different word 
orders to investigate the role of input on bilingual children’s acquisition. 
 
3.5  Measuring Bilingual Children’s Language Dominance 
It is common that one of the bilingual children’s languages is stronger than the other. 
A number of measures are used to measure bilingual children’s language dominance, 
such as Mean Length of Utterance (MLU), and Upper Bound (length of longest 
utterances in a given sample), Word types (number of different lexical items used in a 
sample) and other ways such as language preference and direction of language mixing 
(Yip & Matthews, 2007). Social network analysis is adopted in a number of research 
to measure language dominance of bilingual children (Lanza & Svendsen, 2007; 
Milroy & Li, 1995; Xu et al., 1998; Xu et al., 2008). I will adopt Mean Length of 
Utterance in word (MLUw), language use and preference, parents’ and teachers’ 
ratings on children’s language proficiency to measure their language dominance.  
3.5.1  MLUw 
Mean Length of Utterance (MLU), measured in words (MLUw), is adopted to 
indicate the language dominance of the bilingual children in this research. Döpke 
(1998) cautions us that MLUw may not be useful if a child is acquiring an 
agglutinating language together with an isolating language. As for the comparability 
of English and a Chinese Language acquiring by a child, Yip and Matthews (2007) 
respond that MLUw is valid in comparing a bilingual child’s English and Cantonese 
on the grounds that Cantonese and early childhood English can be treated as isolating 
languages, and Cantonese is not a perfect isolating language, as there are compound 
words composed of two or more morphemes. MLUw has been used to measure 
language dominance of both Cantonese-English bilingual children (Yip & Matthews, 
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2006, 2007) and Mandarin-English bilingual children (Qi, 2010, 2011; Qi et al., 
2006). 
 
The CLAN program is used to calculate MLUw. All children’s utterances over the 
four-month period are put in the same CHAT file. Mix utterances are excluded from 
the calculation.  
 
Many of children’s Mandarin utterances begin with addressing their teacher attention 
before they speak, such as: 
lǎoshī，nǐ kàn wǒ  
Teacher, you watch me 
‘Teacher, you watch me.’ 
 
For MLUw calculation, it is likely to generate a higher value if we include lǎoshī 
‘teacher’ in this utterance. However, if lǎoshī ‘teacher’ were treated as a separate 
utterance, the MLUw value would be lower than it should be. Lǎoshī ‘teacher’ is 
excluded from MLUw calculation when it is used as an address to attract teachers’ 
attention. 
 
The bilingual children’s MLUw is shown in Figure 3.2. below. All the seven bilingual 
children’s English MLUw is superior to their Mandarin. For bilingual children in this 
study, their English inflectional morphology has already been much in place if not 
completed. Therefore, comparing MLUw across their English and Mandarin is likely 
to underestimate their English proficiency. In other words, the true discrepancy is 
even stronger than it appears in the charts.  
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Figure 3.2 Bilingual children’s MLUw of the two languages 
3.5.2  Bilingual Children’s Use of English in Mandarin-speaking Environment 
A number of studies show that it is quite common for overseas-born Chinese children 
to use English in responding to their parents speaking Chinese (W. Li, 1994; Wang, 
2008). Likewise, the bilingual children in this study also speak much English in the 
Mandarin-speaking childcare centre. As introduced in the profile of the school, 
children whose home language is English are strongly encouraged to use Mandarin at 
school, and teachers’ use of English should be kept to a minimum. However, as 
children with English as a home language make up about one-third of the population, 
and all teachers have communicative competence in English, English interactions are 
observed among bilingual children, and usually one-way interactions from bilingual 
children to their teachers. As the table shows, the ratio of bilingual children’s use of 
English varies from 6.2% for ML to almost 50% for ZH and JD.  An interpretation of 
this phenomenon is that the more a child uses English, the less likely he or she is to 
use Mandarin. ZH and ML just returned to China from the US. According to their 
teachers, ML quickly adjusted to a Mandarin environment and recovered her prior 
Mandarin ability within around two weeks. However, for her younger brother ZH, it 
would seem that he had never before learned any Mandarin.  
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Table 3.11 Bilingual children’s English use in Mandarin-speaking context 
Child # E Utterances #C Utterances Total % E Utterances 
 
EZ 113 346 459 24.6% 
HJ 71 208 279 25.4% 
ZH 81 90 171 47.4% 
HW 62 226 288 21.5% 
JD 85 94 179 47.5% 
XM 55 87 142 38.7% 
ML 26 394 420 6.2% 
Total 493 1445 1938 25.4% 
 
From both observation and transcripts in the corpus, there is a considerable variation  
amongst bilingual children using English in the childcare centre. EZ, ZH, JD and XM 
all speak more English than others.  
3.5.3  Ratings of Bilingual Proficiency 
Bilinguals are usually aware of their own language dominance. Self-rating of 
language dominance is often reliable. As for younger children, researchers often ask 
their parents to rate them rather than children themselves. In this research, bilingual 
children, their parents and their teachers were all asked to rate their language 
proficiency. 
 
As for interviewing children, the questions should be direct and comprehensible. It is 
best that the child is very familiar with the interviewer. The interview is best held in a 
place the child is familiar with and in a casual way. This researcher often asks 
children questions when they are quite relaxed such as in free playing or any time 
they want to talk with me. One question I ask them concerning their language 
dominance is: ‘which language is easier for you, English or Chinese?’ All the seven 
bilingual children’s answer is the same: English. 
 
As shown in the following table, bilingual children’s parents and teachers are rated on 
their children’s language proficiency for a one to seven scale, ranging from very few 
words to native proficiency in the questionnaire. Their ratings are based on their 
comparison with native monolinguals of the same age. Teachers rate only on 
children’s Mandarin, while parents rate on both languages.  
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Table 3.12 Ratings by parents and teachers on proficiency of two languages 
Child UE(P) SE (P) UM (T) UM (P) SM (T) SM (P) 
HJ 7 6 6.5 3.5 6 3 
ZH 7 6 3.5 4 2.5 3 
EZ 7 7 6.5 5 6 4 
XM 7 7 5 3 6 3 
HW 7 6 5 3 6 2.5 
JD 7 7 5 4 5 3 
ML 7 7 7 5.5 6.5 5 
UE=understanding English; SE=speaking English; UM=understanding Mandarin;  
SM=speaking Mandarin 
(P)=parent’s rating; (T)=teacher’s rating 
 
From the table above, all parents regard their children’s English understanding and 
speaking are native proficiency compared to monolingual peers. Teachers’ ratings on 
children’s both Mandarin understanding and speaking are consistently higher than 
parents’. Although parents also observe their children’s production sometimes, 
teachers may know more about their Mandarin understanding and speaking, 
particularly in comparison with monolingual children of the same class. Teachers’ 
rating on HJ, EZ and ML are above 6, which suggests the bilingual children have 
reached native or near-native proficiency as monolinguals. My observation would 
suggest that only ML has reached native or near native as a monolingual, and HJ and 
EZ’s Mandarin proficiency were overestimated by their teachers, with their foreign 
accent being the most evident. Parents, on the other hand, rated much lower than 
teachers. 
 
3.6  Measuring Bilingual Children’s Input 
Bilingual children vary in the amount and type of language to which they are exposed. 
Their waking hours are divided in the amount of exposure of two languages and 
consequently, they are exposed to less input than monolingual peers in one of their 
languages (Paradis & Genesee, 1996). Parental questionnaire is often used to estimate 
bilingual children’s language exposure over time (De Houwer, 2009; Gutierrez-
Clellen & Kreiter, 2003; Jia & Aaronson, 2003; Unsworth, 2013a). Gutierrez-Clellen 
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and Kreiter (2003) calculated the amount of exposure by asking parents to estimate 
the child’s language exposure in different contexts and with different persons on an 
average weekday and an average weekend, using a five-point scale. Unsworth (2013a) 
used the same method to calculate the amount of exposure, and also introduced the 
notion of cumulative length of exposure: the sum of bilingual children’s language 
exposure over time.  
 
To measure each bilingual child’s input, three sources of data were used; parental 
questionnaire, children’s school records and interviews with parents, so as to obtain as 
much information as possible for description and calculation. The bilingual children 
in this study are exposed to two languages under one-environment one-language 
pattern such as in the case in Qi's (2011) study. Following Qi (2011), the parents were 
asked for the following information: the children’s place of residence (China or home 
country), sociolinguistic settings (home or/and childcare), context (daily routine 
or/and school life, etc.), caretakers (parents or/and teachers, etc.), the language 
used(English or Mandarin), average hours of each language used on an average day of 
the week (see appendix A for detailed description of each bilingual child’s 
sociolinguistic settings and input conditions over time).  
 
The calculation of the amount of exposure in each language is based on the average 
number of exposure hours to each language per day. Following Qi (2011), the full 
exposure hours for a day is assumed to be eight when the child is under two and a 
half, and after this age we assume nine hours of language exposure a day.  ZH, XM 
and ML were born in China, and their Mandarin exposure started from birth, however, 
the percentage of Mandarin exposure is only between 10% to 20%, as their English-
speaking parents mostly take care of them. English exposure is still dominant even 
after they attended the childcare centre, as they only attended morning sessions, for 
some children every other day or even fewer sessions. There were times when their 
family returned to their home country or travelled to some places for a period of time 
when Mandarin exposure was disrupted. Cumulative length of Mandarin exposure is 
calculated in the following steps: (i) the number of hours in each language multiplied 
by number of months of a period and 30 days to obtain hours of English exposure 
(HEE) and hours of Mandarin exposure (HME) in a typical period, (ii) total number 
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of HEE in each period is summed up, so is HME, (iii) the total number of HME is 
divided by 240 (30days*8 hours) to obtain cumulative length of exposure in months. 
 
Table 3.13 Bilingual children’s cumulative length of exposure in Mandarin 
Child Age Birth Place FEM LMED HEE HME %ME CLME 
HJ 3;9 Australia 0;3 1 month 8550 2700 24.0% 11 months 
ZH 4;0 China birth 6 months 9510 3150 24.9% 12 months 
EZ 4;10 South Africa 1:6 6 months 12780 1950 13.2% 8 months 
XM 5;4 China birth 6 months 11970 4230 26.1% 18 months 
HW 5;9 Australia 2;6 1 month 13710 3810 21.7% 16 months 
JD 5;10 South Africa 2;6 6 months 15450 2550 14.2% 11 months 
ML 5;10 China birth 12 months 12360 5520 30.9% 23 months 
FEM=First Exposure to Mandarin; LMED=Length of Mandarin Exposure Disruption 
HEE=Hours of English Exposure; HME=Hours of Mandarin Exposure; 
%ME=Percentage of Mandarin Exposure; CLME=Cumulative Length of Mandarin Exposure  
 
From the table above, all children are exposed to English and Mandarin before three 
years of age, which can be classified into bilingual acquisition (McLaughlin, 1978) if 
not bilingual first language acquisition (De Houwer, 1995a, 1998, 2009). All 
children’s Mandarin exposure is below 30% except ML for about 31%. All children 
experienced one or two periods of Mandarin exposure disruption, for one month, six 
months or even twelve months. In the column of CLME, ML is more than twice as 
much as her peer JD, followed by XM and HW. EZ is exposed to less Mandarin than 
all other children. 
 
3.7  Summary 
The multiple case study research design has been outlined in this chapter. The goal of 
this study is to investigate how English-Mandarin bilingual children develop 
Mandarin in a Chinese childcare environment. The case study approach in bilingual 
acquisition research was firstly introduced. Next, information about the childcare 
centre, bilingual children, monolingual children and their teachers was provided. 
Following this, an account of how the data were collected and analytic methods to be 
employed was outlined. The data include observational data, weekly audio and video 
72 
 
recordings of speech produced in various school activities and contexts over one 
school term of four months, interviews, questionnaires, elicited productions, etc. To 
measure bilingual children’s language dominance, their MLUw in both English and 
Mandarin and their ratio of English use in Mandarin contexts as well as ratings of 
bilingual proficiency by their parents and teachers was calculated. Bilingual 
children’s quantity of input is measured in terms of cumulative length of exposure.  
 
In the next chapter, we will discuss how bilingual children acquire noun classifiers in 
Mandarin. 
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Chapter 4  Acquisition of Mandarin Classifiers 
The study of Mandarin and Cantonese classifiers is an interesting domain that has 
attracted attention not only in theoretical studies (e.g. Chao, 1968; Cheng & Sybesma, 
1998; Her & Hsieh, 2010; C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; Matthews & Yip, 2013; J. Tai, 
1994) but also in child language acquisition research (Chien, Lust, & Chiang, 2003; 
Erbaugh, 1986; Fang, 1985; Hu, 1993a; Lee, 1996; Peggy Li, Huang, & Hsiao, 2010; 
Loke & Harrison, 1986; Tse, Li, & Leung, 2007 and others). Previous studies on the 
acquisition of classifiers by Mandarin and Cantonese speaking monolingual children 
demonstrate that children as young as three or four have shown basic syntactic 
knowledge of Mandarin and Cantonese classifiers. However, the acquisition of 
specific classifiers is a slow process. Children often overgeneralise the classifier gè 
(Mandarin) or goh3 (Cantonese) to nouns that take specific classifiers.  
 
Should classifiers bring about greater difficulties for bilingual children whose input is 
likely to be much reduced compared to their monolingual peers? Yip and Matthews 
(2010) pointed out that classifier systems, a salient typological property of Chinese 
languages, might pose problems for bilingual children when paired with a non-
classifier language such as English. 
 
This chapter reports findings from one component of the longitudinal multiple-case 
study. It sets out to compare the acquisition of Mandarin classifiers by seven English-
Mandarin bilingual children and their twelve monolingual peers. It also investigates 
the role of input on bilingual and monolingual children’s acquisition of Mandarin 
classifiers. 
 
Section 4.1 introduces the theoretical issues of Mandarin classifier, including what a 
classifier is, its role in syntactic structures of noun phrases, its distinction from a 
measure word. This is followed by a review of previous research on the acquisition of 
classifiers by Mandarin-speaking children, Cantonese-speaking children and Chinese-
English bilingual children in section 4.2. At the end of this section, the research gap is 
identified and research questions are raised. Section 4.3 presents the results from both 
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the corpus data and the elicited productions. The main results of this study are from 
the corpus, while data of elicited productions serve as a complement. For the purpose 
of comparison, each theme of the data will be presented in different groups: bilingual 
children, monolingual children and teachers. Then, the results are discussed to answer 
the research questions in section 4.4 and a summary is made in section 4.5.  
 
4.1  Mandarin Classifiers  
4.1.1  Overview of Mandarin Classifiers 
A classifier is defined as an independent morpheme which “denotes some salient 
perceived or imputed characteristic of the entity to which the associated noun refers” 
(Allen, 1977, p. 285). According to Allen (1977), classifier languages can be 
distinguished from non-classifier languages in terms of three criteria: (1) at least some 
classifiers are restricted to classifier constructions; (2) they belong to one of four 
types-numeral classifier languages, concordial classifier languages, predicate 
classifier languages, and intralocative classifier languages; (3) they classify nouns 
according to inherent characteristics of the entities to which they refer.  
 
According to Gil’s (2013) survey of 400 languages, classifiers are absent in 260 
languages, optional in 62 languages, and obligatory in 78 languages. Chinese 
languages (Mandarin and Cantonese) are classifier languages (Del Gobbo, 2014; 
Erbaugh, 2006), as in Chinese a classifier is obligatory occurring with a demonstrative 
and/or a number or certain quantifiers before the noun(C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981).  
 
(1) a. 三       个      人 
   sān      gè      rén 
   three   CL     person 
  “three people” 
b. 这        盏            灯 
zhè      zhǎn       dēng     
    this        CL          lamp 
   “this lamp” 
c. 几                          件          衣服 
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jǐ                            jiàn        yīfu      
   how many/a few         CL         garment 
   “how many/a few   garments” 
d. 五        架         飞机 
wǔ       jià         fēijī 
    five       CL       airplane 
   “five airplanes”                                    (C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 104) 
 
A classifier may appear in several different constructions of noun phrases. Szeto 
(1998) listed eight types of noun phrases where a Cantonese classifier appears. A 
Mandarin pinyin is added below the Cantonese ones. In Mandarin, only six types of 
constructions from (a) to (f) are acceptable, while (g) and (h) are not. Among the six 
types of noun phrases, the classifier is obligatory; however, the noun can be optional, 
especially in the context where the noun has been mentioned or known by both the 
speaker and the listener (Erbaugh, 1986, 2006). 
 
(2) a. [Dem-Num-CL-(N)]  
                  nei1 jat1 zek3 (gau2) 
                   zhè   yī   zhī  (gǒu)        
                   [this one (CL) dog]  
                     ‘this dog’ 
 
               b. [Dem-CL- (N)]    
                  nei1 zek3 (gau2) 
                 zhè   zhī   (gǒu) 
             [this (CL) dog] ‘this dog’ 
 
               c. [Num-CL-(N)]  
                   Jat1 zek3 (gau2) 
                  yī   zhī  (gǒu)        
                  [one (CL) dog] 
                     ‘one dog’ 
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             d. [Q-CL- (N)]  
                mui5 zek3 (gau2) 
                 měi    zhī   (gǒu)       
              [each (CL) dog]  
              ‘each dog’ 
 
e. [Wh-CL-(N)] 
                bin1 zek3 (gau2) 
               nǎ     zhī   (gǒu) 
               [which (CL) dog] 
               ‘which dog’ 
 
f. [CL-CL- (N)]  
               zek3 zek3 (gau2) 
               zhī  zhī   (gǒu) 
              [(CL) (CL) dog]  
               ‘every dog’ 
 
g. [CL-N]  
                   zek3 gau2 
               * zhī   gǒu 
             [the (CL) dog]  
              ‘the dog’ 
 
h. [N1-CL-N2]  
               ma5lei6 zek3 gau2  
              * mǎlì zhī gǒu 
              [Mary (CL) dog] 
                ‘Mary’s dog’ 
 
How many classifiers are there in Chinese? Previous studies show quite varying 
results, ranging from six hundred in Hu (1993a), four hundred and twenty-seven in 
C.-R. Huang and Ahrens (2003), one hundred and forty in Lü (1980), fifty in Chao 
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(1968)  to twenty-two core classifiers in Erbaugh (1986). This large discrepancy may 
arise from different criteria as to what counts as a classifier. The Chinese word for 
classifier is liàngcí, which refers to both classifiers and measure words. Classifiers 
and measure words are often analysed in the same framework (Chao, 1968; C. N. Li 
& Thompson, 1981). However, as J. Tai (1994) points out, we need to differentiate 
classifiers from measure words if we want to better understand the nature of 
categorisation in a classifier system. In the following section, the distinction between 
classifiers and measure words based on previous literature will be shown. 
4.1.2  Distinction between Classifiers and Measure Words 
As the examples from (3a) to (3d) show, syntactically, both the classifier (CL) běn and 
measure words (MW) xiāng are placed in the same slot before the noun and after a 
demonstrative and/or a number. However, their semantic distinction is clear.  
 
(3) a. 一 本 书 
   yì běn shū  
             one   CL   book 
             ‘one book’ 
 
           b. 一   箱          书 
               yì  xiāng  shū  
            one  MW-box   book 
          ‘a box of books’ 
 
          c. 这       本   书 
              zhè  běn  shū  
             Dem    CL   book 
            ‘this book’ 
 
          d. 这      箱         书 
             zhè  xiāng shū 
           Dem   MW-box   book 
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          ‘this box of books’ 
 
According to J. Tai and Wang (1990, p. 38), the widely cited proposition for the 
dichotomy between classifiers and measure words is as follows: 
“A classifier categorises a class of nouns by picking out some salient 
perceptual properties, either physically or functionally based, which are 
permanently associated with the entities named by the class of nouns; a 
measure word does not categorise but denotes the quantity of the entity 
named by a noun.” 
 
J. Tai and Wang (1990) also point out that it is not only desirable but also necessary to 
make a distinction between classifiers and measure words. The distinction is 
meaningful from the point of language typology (J. Tai, 1994). Only some languages 
have classifiers but all languages have measure words. For example, there are 
measure words in English but not classifiers, while there are both classifiers and 
measure words in Chinese. Thus, Chinese is a classifier language but English is not. 
Many measure words such as pile, pair, and group have similar meanings across 
languages. Making a conceptual distinction between classifiers and measure words 
helps tease apart the complexity of the Chinese classifier system where classifiers are 
a sub-group of measure words.  
 
In short, the functional distinction between the two is that a classifier is used to 
‘categorise’ an object in reference to its salient perceptual properties and a measure 
word is used to ‘measure’ the quantity of an object or a collection of objects (J. Tai, 
1994). The distinction between classifiers (CL) and measure words (MW) can be 
justified from linguistic, mathematical and cognitive perspectives in a number of tests. 
 
Test A: gè-Substitution (J. Tai, 1994) 
Test:If [Num X N]=[Num gè N] semantically, then X=CL and X ≠MW 
a. 一     条  鱼= 一  个 鱼 
yì    tiáo   yú = yí   gè yú 
  one    CL   fish  one  CL  fish 
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  ‘one fish’  
 
b. 一      箱      苹果≠   一  个 苹果 
   yì  xiāng   píngguǒ ≠   yí   gè  píngguǒ 
          one MW-box    apple≠one  CL    apple 
         ‘one box of apples≠one apple’ 
 
Test B: DE-Insertion (Cheng & Sybesma, 1998) 
Test: [Num MW/*CL de N] 
a. 一   头（*的） 牛 
yì   tóu （*de ） niú 
one  CL   (*DE)   cow 
“one cow” 
 
b. 八        磅           （的）  肉 
  bā    bàng      （de ）  ròu 
eight    M-pound  (DE)  meat 
‘eight pounds of meat’ 
 
Test C: Essential vs. accidental Property (Her, 2012a, p. 9; 2012b) 
 
P is an essential property of an object o just in case it is necessary that o has P 
whereas P is an accidental property of an object o just in case o has P but it is 
possible that o lacks P (Robertson, 2008, cited from Her, 2012) 
 
a. 一    尾           鱼 
yì     wěi         yú  
one    CL-tail    fish 
‘one fish’ 
b. 一     箱       鱼 
yì    xiāng         yú 
one    MW-box book 
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‘one box of books’ 
In (a), the CL wěi and the N  yú ‘fish’ are compatible in that having a tail is an 
essential property for fish. The classifier thus only highlights a certain inherent feature 
of N and provides no additional information to the phrase. The measure word xiāng 
‘box’ in (b) does provide additional information to the noun: a certain quantity of the 
noun –a boxful and the fish are inside the box, which is an accidental property of the 
N. 
 
Test D: CL/MW Distinction in Mathematics (Her & Hsieh, 2010) 
 [Num K N]=[Num ×k N], where K=CL iff k=1, otherwise K=MW 
 
a. 三        位    老师 
sān     wèi     lǎoshī  
three    CL      teacher   ([3×1] teacher) 
‘three teachers’ 
b. 八       辆     汽车 
bā     liàng    qìchē 
eight   CL       car       ([8×1] car)  
‘eight cars’ 
 
The mathematical value of CL is precisely 1, although they characterise different 
semantic aspects of the noun. 
 
c. 三        双         鞋 
sān      shuāng   xié  
three   M-pair   shoe  ([3×2] shoes) 
‘three pairs of shoes’ 
d. 三          组           学生 
sān         zǔ       xuéshēng 
three   MW-group    student ([3×group (n=?)] student) 
‘three groups of students’ 
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MW’s value is anything but 1, which the actual value can be infinite, numerical or 
non-numerical. 
 
The above tests and several others (Her, 2012a, 2012b; Her & Hsieh, 2010) work well 
for distinguishing classifiers and measure words, even though some remain in a 
graded distinction with the fuzzy boundaries between classifiers and measure words 
(J. Tai & Wang, 1990). Like classfiers kuài ‘piece’ and piàn ‘slice’, they also function 
as measure words (denoting a quantity, a portion) but at the same time denoting the 
shape of the portion as a function of classifiers. 
 
4.2  Previous Research on Acquisition of Mandarin and Cantonese 
Classifiers  
This section firstly reviews previous studies on monolingual and bilingual children’s 
acquisition of classifiers in Mandarin and Cantonese. Next, the research gap will be 
identified, followed by a list of research questions concerning  the present study. 
4.2.1  Mandarin Acquisition Research 
Most previous studies on children’s acquisition of Mandarin classifiers use elicitation 
experiments (Chien et al., 2003; Fang, 1985; Hu, 1993a, 1993b; Peggy Li, Barner, & 
Huang, 2008; Peggy Li et al., 2010; Loke, 1991; Loke & Harrison, 1986; Ying, Chen, 
Song, Shao, & Guo, 1986), only Erbaugh (1986) was a corpus study. Firstly, we will 
review the experimental studies and then the corpus study. 
 
Experimental Studies 
Fang (1985) used an elicitation task to investigate children’s development of 
classifiers. Eleven frequently used classifiers gè, běn, zhī, tiáo, pǐ, jiàn, kē, liàng, 
zhāng, kuài, zuò and one measure word shuāng were selected to test children’s 
acquisition of Mandarin classifiers. The subjects consisted of 36 Mandarin 
monolingual children from Beijing, 36 Cantonese children from Guangzhou and 30 
Chinese-English bilingual children from Philadelphia. The 36 children (30 for 
bilingual children) from each language were evenly placed into three groups of ages 
four, five and six, with 12 children (10 for bilingual children) in each group. In the 
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first task, twelve pictures (a sweater, an apple, a house, a biscuit, a fish, a tree, a 
rabbit, a horse, a bed, a car, a pair of shoes) were presented to each child one by one 
to elicit children’s production of those classifiers.  The research assistant holding a toy 
monkey, firstly said to the child: 
 
wǒmen gēn hóuzi yìqǐ lái zuò yóuxì,hóuzi bù  dǒngdé zhè shěnme ,nǐ gào sù tā. 
 ‘Let’s play a game with the monkey; he does not know what it is. Can you tell him?’ 
 
If the child does not reply, the research assistant can ask the child what it is without 
mentioning the classifier: zhè shì yī shénme? ‘This is one/a …’When the child utters 
the name of the entity in the picture, the research assistant continues to ask: yǒu 
duōshǎo （shū ）? ‘How many (books)?’ 
 
The results showed a developmental course for both Mandarin and Cantonese 
speakers of age. Children aged four could only use about four classifiers 
appropriately. Mandarin-speaking five-year-olds display a knowledge of six 
classifiers, and Cantonese children know about seven classifiers. At age six, 
Mandarin-speaking children display a knowledge of most classifiers tested (10 out 
12), while Cantonese children know only seven. Bilingual children display a much 
lesser knowledge of classifiers than monolinguals, with only 1.4 classifiers at age 
five, and 2.8 classifiers at six on average. 
 
Fang’s research also found that children overgeneralised the general classifiers gè in 
Mandarin and goh3 in Cantonese when specific classifiers are required. Older 
children overgeneralised less frequently than younger ones. 
 
Fang also used comprehension task to test these children’s conceptual knowledge of 
four shape classifiers zhāng, lì, tiáo, kuài. Each child was presented with four items 
made from Play-Doh of the same colour and same novel name. The results showed 
significant age influences on the comprehension of the four shape classifiers. 
 
Fang’s (1985) study shows the age effect of classifier acquisition by Mandarin and 
Cantonese-speaking children. The well-controlled elicitation tasks were able to allow 
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children to produce the classifiers, which might not appear frequently in the 
spontaneous speech data. The method of elicitation counting has been used by a 
number of studies, and even recent research still adopts this method. However, the 
limitations of this method should not be ignored. When people are asked how many 
items in a picture or in real situations, the focus of the answer is on the quantity.  The 
answers may only include a number or a number followed by a classifier with the 
noun omitted. To mention the noun is even redundant as it is already known in the 
context. Thus, a classifier produced from elicitation counting is weak in classifying 
anything. What’s more, using gè in counting may be due to habitual use, which is also 
quite common for adults. Also, the number of items in one picture is uniquely one for 
all pictures, which may increase the chance for children to say yí gè ‘one CL’ from 
their rote memory, especially for younger children. For children’s extensive overuse 
of  gè, Fang (1985, p. 390) claims that, “it would not be simply attributed to the 
influence from environment (input), although gè appears in conversations frequently, 
very few people would say yí gè yīfu ‘one CL clothing’ , yí gè shū ‘one CL book’  ; 
thus,  such kind of errors committed by children resulted from the overgeneralisation 
of the general classifier gè.” Without any corpus-based study on adult spontaneous 
speech, doubt is cast on Fang’s claim that very few adult would use gè to replace 
other specific classifiers, like yí gè yīfu ‘one CL clothing’. A corpus study is called for 
to confirm if this is the case. 
 
Ying et al. (1986) tested four to seven-years-old Mandarin-speaking children’s 
acquisition of 40 classifiers and 16 measure words. Similar to Fang’s (1985) study, an 
elicited counting experiment was employed to ascertain if children grasped certain 
classifiers and measure words. The results showed that four-year-olds only acquired 
two classifiers:  gè and zhī; five-year-olds acquired four classifiers:  gè,  zhī,  tiáo and 
běn; children of six and 10 years old acquired 10 and 13 classifiers respectively. 
Children overused gè and zhī to replace the other classifiers frequently. It was also 
found that classifiers were acquired before measure words among, which container 
measure words were acquired more than collective ones. 
 
Ying and colleagues’ study tested more classifiers and measure words than Fang 
(1985). Thus it would enable them to investigate the order of acquisition for 
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classifiers and measure words. The method, as used in Fang (1985), has its 
limitations. Another issue to discuss is the claim that a certain number of classifiers 
were acquired by children at a certain age. If a child did not produce the classifier in a 
counting task, that does not necessarily mean he/she has not acquired it. 
Comprehension tasks are necessary to test children’s knowledge of classifiers.  
  
 Loke and Harrison (1986) studied the acquisition of seven shape classifiers on 21 
Singaporean children aged between 5;0 and 6;8. These children were first-year or 
second-year pupils in Singapore, who might be regarded as Mandarin-English 
bilingual children. However, according to Loke and Harrison (1986), Mandarin was 
the medium of instruction for the children. In this study, children were presented with 
129 objects (63 real and 66 pictorial) to firstly identify and then count. The objects 
were selected according to their shape attributes and their associations with the seven 
shape classifiers lì, zhī, tiáo, zhāng, piàn, kuài, gè to be tested. In counting the objects, 
children were expected to use a numeral together with an appropriate classifier. The 
result shows that gè is used by children to classify most of the objects; 124 out of 129 
(95.4%). Twelve classifiers were produced by the 21 children, among, which gè made 
up 1138 responses (65.8%) from a total of 1730. Thus, children use gè as a general 
classifier. And also, by age seven (second-year pupils), children have realised the 
obligatory use of classifiers, which is contrasted with younger children –five out of 
six first-year pupils who omitted classifiers in some cases. Loke (1991) reinterpreted 
the same data from the perspective of children’s own semantic system. Based on the 
quantitative and semantic analysis of the data, Loke (1991) proposed that there is an 
order for the acquisition of shape classifiers in accordance with children’s acquisition 
of shape/dimension concepts, from unmarked extendedness (3-dimentionality) to 
marked extendedness (1-dimentionality and 2-dimentionality). 
 
Loke’s study allows us to see how Singaporean-Chinese children acquire Mandarin 
classifiers. Loke made use of more objects, including both real and pictorial ones to 
elicit children to produce seven shape classifiers. This means several objects might be 
used to elicit one certain classifier, which is of higher validity. The relation between 
children’s dimension concepts and classifier acquisition is a new perspective from 
Loke. Loke regards gè as a three-dimensional classifier, as gè could refer to many 
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objects of three dimensions and/or hollow, such as “cup”, “apple”. The result that gè 
is the most frequently used classifier in young children’s productions leads Loke to 
claim that classifier denoting 3-D is acquired first. However, this is problematic as gè 
is used far beyond three dimensional and/or hollow objects. In Loke’s study, little 
discussion concerns children’s language input. It is not known how adults use 
Mandarin classifiers in Singapore and to what extent English influences children’s 
acquisition. 
 
Hu (1993a, 1993b), using Fang’s (1985) method, tested 24 three to six-year-old 
children’s comprehension and production of 12 classifiers. These children are actually 
supposed to be Mandarin-English bilingual children, as they were recruited from 
Boston in the US. Hu’s control was that all children’s parents were native Mandarin 
speakers, and Mandarin was the home language most of the time. In the study, clay 
shapes and pictures of real objects were used to test children’s knowledge of 
classifiers and their production. It was found that children of the four age groups 
showed better understanding than production of the classifiers. In contrast to previous 
research (Fang, 1985; Loke, 1986), which states that children overuse gè, Hu (1993a, 
1993b) has found that children overuse zhī (the classifier for animate and non-human 
objects) for humans or inanimate objects. 
 
Hu’s studies include comprehension tasks that were absent in previous research. The 
gap between comprehension score and production score reminds us to be careful in  
making claims with only production data. Hu’s informants were actually Chinese 
heritage learners whose exposure to Mandarin could be different from children in 
China. However, Hu did not take the factors of the environment into account in her 
analysis, thus making her claims only tentative when referring to Mandarin-speaking 
children in general. 
 
Another study by Chien et al. (2003) tested Chinese children’s comprehension of 14 
classifiers and four container measure words. The aim of this study was to discover if 
children possess knowledge of grammatical count-mass distinction in the early stages 
of language acquisition. The experiments tested 80 children aged between three and 
seven years and 16 adults serving as a comparison group. The children were divided 
86 
 
into five age groups with 16 children in each group. For the comprehension task, each 
child was introduced to the American cartoon character, Mickey Mouse who could 
only speak limited Mandarin. The experimenter first presented the child with three 
items and named them one by one. Mickey Mouse could only say a sentence without 
the noun (“Mickey Mouse wants one CL something”). The child was expected to 
select one item to match with the CL mentioned. The findings show that even three-
year-olds are above the chance to select the correct items, and children reach an adult-
like understanding of classifiers and measure words as young as five and six years 
old; however, children match almost any noun with the classifier gè, which is in line 
with previous production studies (Fang, 1985; Loke, 1991; Loke & Harrison, 1986) 
that children overuse gè to replace specific classifiers. 
 
Peggy Li et al. (2008) set out to empirically test young children’s knowledge of the 
count-mass distinction in Chinese proposed by Cheng and Sybesma (1998). They 
tested four-to-six-year olds, as well as adults in selecting individual objects for 
classifiers and portions of objects or groups of individual things for measure words. 
They also tested participants’ sensitivity to syntactic constructions between classifiers 
and measure words. The findings show that even six-year-olds do not possess a full  
command of this distinction although an age factor exists in terms of such knowledge.  
 
Peggy Li et al. (2008) casts doubt on Chien and colleague’s (2003) conclusion that 
Chinese children are able to distinguish between the syntax and semantics of 
classifiers and measure words from as young as three years old. They argue that using 
familiar nouns as item choices may not reveal that children really understand the 
meanings of those classifiers, as they may use knowledge of classifier-noun pairs 
from an adult’s input. Thus, they modified the research method using both familiar 
and novel objects to test children’s understanding of classifiers. The findings further 
confirm what had been found in Chien et al. (2003). There is no difference between 
familiar and novel objects. This study also found that the acquisition of numerals 
facilitates children’s understanding of units of quantification that classifiers indicate.  
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Corpus Study 
The only corpus study of Mandarin classifiers acquisition was recorded in Erbaugh 
(1986). Corpus study of language acquisition enables the researcher to analyse both 
the child speech and the adult speech addressing the child.  The use of classifiers both 
in adults and in children is studied in this research. Erbaugh (1986) investigated 
adults’ use of Mandarin classifiers from three different contexts: narrative, adult-to-
adult speech, and adult-to-child speech.  
 
 For the narrative task, 19 young women in Taipei watched a seven-minute colour film 
with sound but no dialogue (Pear Stories designed by Wallace Chafe). They described 
the film after they watched it. Eight of the participants used only the general classifier 
gè, even though other specific classifiers should be used for the goat, the bicycle and 
the hat, which appeared in the film. There are great variations in the number of 
specific classifiers used among speakers, and no correlation was found between the 
length of the narrative and the percentage of classifiers used. No two speakers used 
the same sets of classifiers for the goat, the road, and the bicycle.  
 
The analysis of adult-to-adult conversation includes two sources of data. The first is 
the transcripts of adult-to-adult interactions taken from the 16 hours of child Mandarin 
recordings in four families. The second one is an hour-long discussion of Chinese 
educational policies between an older professor and a young woman. It was found that 
nearly all classifiers used are concrete, discrete, and from the core group of 22 
classifiers, while only around 3% of utterances include specific classifiers. Adults also 
used different classifiers to refer to the same object. Classifiers were often used with 
nouns when an object was first mentioned, while classifiers were used without nouns 
for later mentions.  
 
The analysis of adult-to-child speech was based on transcripts of 64 hours of 
recordings of children in families. In the adult-to-child speech, specific classifiers 
were used even less than adult-to-adult speech. Adults used more specific classifiers 
with the older children and children who were more fluent in speaking Mandarin.  For 
many items (books, paper, pencils, animals, plants, clay, food, dishes, cars, clothing, 
etc.) which require specific classifiers mentioned in the recordings, however, in the 
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presence of those objects in the room, adults mostly adopted deictic mentions with the 
general classifier gè, as zhè ge ‘this CL’ and nà ge ‘that CL’, rather than using specific 
classifiers. The following table shows the list of 22 core classifiers in Mandarin 
(Erbaugh, 1986). 
 
Table 4.1 Core classifiers in Erbaugh (1986, p. 405) 
NO. Classifier Pronunciation Meanings or nouns to classifier 
1 顶 dǐng hats 
2 朵 duǒ flowers 
3 本 běn books 
4 棵 kē trees 
5 位 wèi persons(respectful address) 
6 句 jù utterance 
7 首 shǒu song 
8 条 tiáo extension, long things 
9 张 zhāng flat things 
10 块 kuài square pieces 
11 片 piàn slices 
12 颗 kē small, round,hard kernel-like things 
13 根 gēn stalk or root-like 
14 枝 zhī small, slender things 
15 粒 lì tiny grain-like things 
16 段 duàn length of something, paragraph 
17 只 zhǐ animals 
18 件 jiàn clothing, situations 
19 头 tóu animals 
20 把 bǎ movable objects 
21 架 jià objects with frame-like constructions 
22 间 jiān room 
 
Classifiers appearing in child speech are also from the set of core classifiers as in 
adult speech. However, the amount of classifier use is even rarer than for adults: one 
specific classifier for every 200 utterances for the children as opposed to about 1 in 
30-100 utterances for adults’ conversations at home. Children rarely omit a classifier 
when it is obligatory. Only six omissions of obligatory use in 44,158 utterances. The 
general classifier gè is used predominantly, usually with a demonstrative zhè ‘this’.  
Gè is found not only to replace classifiers but also measure words. 
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4.2.2  Cantonese Acquisition Research 
The studies in Fang (1985) and Loke and Harrison (1986) also include Cantonese-
speaking children. Cantonese-speaking children, like their Mandarin peers, also 
extensively overuse Cantonese general classifiers goh3 when specific classifiers 
should be used. 
 
Mak (1991) undertook a cross-sectional study of the comprehension and production 
of shape and function classifiers by 122 normal informants (four-to-eight-years-old) 
and 63 non-normal informants (nine-to-16-years old) in Hong Kong. Mak, using the 
method of Fang (1985), asked informants to identify the pictures, and then to count 
the items in the pictures. He tested 10 classifiers, including six shape classifier and 
four function classifiers.  He employed a statistical analysis method known as the 
“Response Coincidence Analysis”. This means that children whose responses are 
similar are grouped together. The findings show that the younger children overuse 
goh3 extensively to replace other specific classifiers. Mak has also investigated the 
acquisition order of shape and function classifiers.  
 
Next, two corpus studies of Cantonese classifiers acquisition will be reviewed. One is 
a longitudinal study (Szeto, 1998) and the other is a cross-sectional study (Tse et al., 
2007). 
 
Szeto (1998) investigated the development of classifiers by eight Hong Kong 
Cantonese-speaking children aged from one year, five months to three years, eight 
months. The longitudinal data Szeto used is the Hong Kong Cantonese Child Corpus 
(Cancorp) created by Lee (1996) and colleagues. For this corpus, each child was 
recorded for an hour over a year on a fortnightly basis. Through the qualitative and 
quantitative analysis of the naturalistic speech data, Szeto provides a more 
comprehensive picture of children’s classifier acquisition in both syntax and 
semantics. The following are the main findings: (1) classifiers emerge before two 
years of age, and soon the syntactic category of classifiers are acquired at around two 
years and one month; (2) classifiers are not only found after numerals but also after 
demonstratives, quantifiers and wh-words; (3) structural errors for classifier use are 
found, including word order, single classifier and double classifier constructions; (4) 
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inappropriate use of classifier is not frequent; (5) three stages of development are 
identified. 
 
The findings show a somewhat different picture from previous studies (Fang, 1985; 
Hu, 1993; Loke, 1986). First, although syntactic categories of classifiers are acquired 
as early as two years old, structural errors still exist. Second, the inappropriate use of 
classifiers is not frequent, less than 20% on average, contrary to predominant overuse 
of general classifiers to replace other specific classifiers in earlier studies. Third, 
classifiers are not restricted to use with numerals only, as previous elicitation studies 
mostly only investigate [Num CL (N)] construction, which is only one of the possible 
constructions. 
 
Tse et al. (2007) conducted a cross-sectional corpus study of Cantonese classifier 
acquisition on 492 Cantonese-speaking children in three age groups (three, four and 
five). In each age group, there were 82 boys and 82 girls. The 492 informants were 
randomly recruited from sixty-eight preschools in Hong Kong, and the number of 
children in each school is limited to 10. Each randomly arranged pair of children 
played in their classroom furnished with a set of toys for 30 minutes. Their 
conversations were recorded while they were playing.  
 
The communication tasks were controlled with minimum intervention by adults. All 
conversations were then transcribed, and a total of 90, 908 words were produced by 
492 children. The main findings are: (1) most of the classifiers are noun classifiers; 
(2) 27 classifiers are identified as opposed to 41 measure words in the productions; (3) 
the effect of age on the types and tokens of classifiers produced by each group has 
been found; (4) the use of goh3 made up about 90% of the total tokens of classifier 
productions, and goh3 is overused to only replace specific classifiers but not measure 
words; zek3, tiu4 and gaan1 are also found to replace other specific classifiers. 
 
Why do children overuse the general classifier? Tse et al. (2007) attribute this 
phenomenon to cognitive, linguistic and contextual influences, which shape the 
overuse. Since adult input is not available in the corpus, this claim would only be 
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speculative. A corpus study with both children’s productions as well as adult input is 
necessary to further investigate the issue of goh3 overuse. 
4.2.3  Bilingual Acquisition Research 
A number of studies have investigated bilingual children’s acquisition of Mandarin or 
Cantonese classifiers. Apart from Mandarin and Cantonese-speaking children, Fang 
(1985) also included 30 bilingual children recruited in Philadelphia, US. The 30 
children (10 in each age group from four to six) completed the same elicitation 
counting tasks as monolingual children on nine classifiers. Bilingual children’s 
productions were then compared to monolingual ones. It was found that bilingual 
children acquired much  fewer classifiers than monolinguals, and bilinguals 
overgeneralised gè to specific classifiers far more than monolinguals, especially in the 
age groups of five-year-olds and six-year-olds. 
 
The Mandarin-speaking children in Loke and Harrison (1986) and Hu (1993a) were 
recruited in US or Singapore. This researcher believes they are actually Mandarin-
English bilinguals since they are also exposed to English in contexts outside home 
even when Chinese is the only language used at home. When their results are 
compared to monolingual Children in China, researchers should be aware that 
overseas Chinese children are in quite different languages environments, especially 
after children start going to school. 
 
W. Li and Lee (2001) studied the acquisition of Cantonese classifiers by British born 
Cantonese-English bilinguals aged between five and sixteen-years-old. Cantonese is 
the home language of the 34 informants. Corpus data was collected through 
recordings of free conversations (between the researcher and a child/teenager), as well 
as narratives. The recordings are 30 minutes in length for each informant on average. 
The informants are divided into three age groups:  five to eight, nine to 12, and 13 to 
16. It was found that the number of classifiers types (including three measure words) 
produced by each informant ranges from one to three for the youngest group, two to 
six  for the intermediate group, with an exception of one child who produced nine 
types, and to seven for the eldest group. Considerable inter-speaker variability exists, 
especially among the elder informants. It was also found that informants frequently 
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overgeneralised goh2, di1 and sometimes also zek3. In contrast to other monolingual 
studies, some syntactic errors were also found in the data. The syntactic errors include 
the redundant use of classifier, ‘like’ (4) and incorrect word order, ‘like’ (5). 
 
(4) Male: 8 
Ngo5 do ngo5 go3 homework 
I     do   my  CL  homework 
‘I do my homework’ 
(5) Male: 15 
Zing6   hai6   stay    hai5    goh3     uk1ke i2   lo1 
Just      be      stay     at        CL        home      PRT 
‘I just stay at home.’ 
 
There are also several cases where classifiers are omitted although this occurs very 
infrequently. The results of this study suggest that Cantonese-English children in 
Britain show evidence of delayed and stagnated Cantonese development of classifiers, 
which they attribute to incomplete language learning and influence from English. This 
study is not compared to the results of monolingual peers, so it still calls for 
monolingual data as a control to understand to what extent the first language is 
incomplete and in what way English influences the acquisition of Cantonese 
classifiers. 
 
A longitudinal case study of two Cantonese-English bilingual children’s Cantonese 
classifier acquisition appears in Chung (2007) where the data of two bilingual 
children –Alicia and Sophie from Hong Kong Bilingual Child Language Corpus (Yip 
& Matthews, 2007) is used.  The author also uses the data of two children –Chunyat 
and Gekai from Hong Kong Cantonese Child Language Corpus (Lee, 1996) as a 
comparison. The aim of this research was to find out whether adult input influences 
child output, and whether bilingual children differ from their monolingual peers in 
classifier acquisition. It was found that children’s productions of classifiers is 
correlated to adult input, and bilinguals and monolinguals show a similar pattern of 
classifier acquisition, except that bilinguals overgeneralise goh3 more extensively 
than their monolingual peers. The correlation between children’s output and adults’ 
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input has been found in types of classifiers used, the ratio of general classifier goh3 
and zek3.  
 
This research helps us observe how bilingual children develop Cantonese classifiers 
over the years. The comparison to monolingual peers enables us to see what is typical 
for bilingual children, as their overall input frequency is normally less than 
monolinguals. Conversations between a child and a research assistant (sometimes also 
including parents) in the corpus have provided the opportunity to analyse properties of 
adult input and the influence on children’s acquisition. However, there are also 
several limitations of this research due to its scope. First, the correlation between 
adult input and child output only focuses on the types of classifiers produced. The 
author does not count the frequency of adults’ overgeneralisation of goh3 thus does 
not compare it to the children’s. Second, the adult input in the corpus comes mostly 
from research assistants who are not family members of the children. The children 
were mostly exposed to Cantonese from family, the mother in particular. Thus, the 
adult input from research assistants might not be the best sample to gauge the 
influence from adult input on children. Third, the research did not touch on the 
syntactic constructions of classifier acquisitions due to the scope of the study. For 
goh3 overgeneralisation, we may want to know in what syntactic constructions 
children are mostly like to overgeneralise goh3, and to what extent adult input differs 
from children in overextension of goh3.  
 
Another longitudinal study of classifier acquisition appears in Chang-Smith (2010) 
who investigated the development of the syntactic constructions of Mandarin 
classifier by a Mandarin-English bilingual child and a Mandarin monolingual child. 
The aim of this study is to contribute data to the debate between autonomous and 
interdependent development in bilingual first language acquisition. The bilingual 
child, Ralph was born and raised in Australia and has been exposed to Mandarin by 
his mother and English by his father from birth. The monolingual child, Bing was 
born and raised in Taiwan and has been exposed to Mandarin from both his parents 
and a childcare centre. Data in this study were collected via a diary for Ralph and 
through video recordings for Bing. Longitudinal data enabled Chang-Smith to obtain 
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developmental phases of syntactic constructions of Mandarin classifiers by children. 
Following are the five phases of development of the bilingual child: 
       Phase 1: No classifier and referential bare nouns used only (0;10-1;04) 
Phase 2: zhè ge emerged but used as a chunk only (1;04-1;09) 
    Phase 3: Emergence of Dem+CL and Num+CL without the NP complement 
(1;09-1;10) 
Phase 4: Emergence of Dem+CL+N and Num+CL+N with the NP complement 
(1;10) 
Phase 5: Emergence of Dem+Num+CL +(N) strings (1;10-2;09) 
 
The development of the monolingual child, Bing’s is in parallel to that of Ralph from 
phase 3 to 5. Since Bing’s recording starts from 1;08, the first two phases were not 
covered. It is also reported that only two classifiers gè and zhī  were produced by the 
two children. The findings of this research show that the bilingual child and the 
monolingual child develop the noun phrase in the same route, and no apparent 
transfers from English nominal syntax were observed for the bilingual child. Thus, the 
author proposes that the data support autonomous development hypothesis. 
 
Chang-Smith’s longitudinal study reveals the developmental pathways of classifier 
syntax by a Mandarin-English bilingual child and a Mandarin monolingual child 
before three-years-old, an age when most of the previous elicitation studies were 
involved. The corpus study shows that the [Num +CL+N] construction is only one of 
the options where classifiers might appear, and this construction only makes up a 
small percentage (about 6% for Bing’s production) for use of classifiers. As this study 
only deals with the development of noun phrase, the author did not discuss the 
children’s use of gè. Another limitation of this study is that it is not able to investigate 
the role of adult input on the bilingual child, as the diary records of adult input of 
classifiers might not have been available. 
 
Gao (2010) conducted a study of Swedish speakers’ learning of Mandarin classifiers. 
The aim of this study is to find out whether Swedish-speaking adult learners of 
Chinese use different learning strategies from Mandarin-Swedish bilingual children 
whose home language is Mandarin. The participants in this study include 30 adult 
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students learning Chinese and 30 Chinese-Swedish bilingual children (age range from 
six to 15). The adult group was then further divided into three groups, according to a 
test given by the author. Among the bilingual children, 11 were born in China and 
moved to Sweden before age four. The rest were born and lived in Sweden. They were 
mainly exposed to Chinese at home and to Swedish at school. They received Chinese 
lessons at school once a week as part of their education curriculum. The bilingual 
children serve as a control group in this study. The author adopts a picture naming 
method to elicit classifiers. The experimenter presents the items to each child and asks 
him/her to name each with a classifier phrase. Adult participants were tested in the 
same way as bilingual children. Adults were given the test three times at one-month 
interval to gauge their improvement through time. The results of bilingual children 
were compared to the first-time results of adult learners. The findings show that 
bilingual children generally perform better than adult second language learners. Adult 
learners of classifiers lag far behind their general level of Chinese proficiency. For the 
bilingual group, children who have spent more time in China achieve more correct 
associations of nouns with classifiers. From the author’s analysis, adults demonstrate 
a top-down learning strategy where they fail to acquire the complex semantic and 
cognitive meanings embedded in the classifiers, while children apply a bottom-up 
approach. This study demonstrates that even heritage learners show advantages over 
adult for learning classifiers (children of immigrant families are generally regarded as 
heritage learners, such as Chinese-Swedish bilingual children in Sweden in this 
study). However, this research does not explore the details of bilingual children’s 
results, as they only serve as control group. Another limitation is the method-picture 
naming task, which only elicited the classifier vocabulary. Like other experimental 
studies, this research is not able to elaborate on the role of input on bilingual 
children’s acquisition of classifiers.  
4.2.4  Summary and Research Gap 
We have reviewed the major literature of Mandarin and Cantonese classifier 
acquisition research of three different groups of children: Mandarin monolinguals, 
Cantonese monolinguals and bilingual children. According to the methodology used 
in these studies, these can be further classified into two types: experimental studies 
and corpus studies. Among the experimental studies, most used the task of elicited 
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counting (Allen, 1977; Chien et al., 2003; Fang, 1985; Hu, 1993a; Peggy Li et al., 
2008; Peggy Li et al., 2010; Loke, 1991; Loke & Harrison, 1986; Mak, 1991; Ying et 
al., 1986), and one study used picture naming task (Gao, 2010). Corpus studies were 
fewer (Chung, 2007; Erbaugh, 1986; W. Li & Lee, 2001; Szeto, 1998; Tse et al., 
2007). Among the corpus studies, two are cross-sectional corpus types, where adult 
classifier input is not available (Allen, 1977; W. Li & Lee, 2001; Tse et al., 2007). The 
other three corpus studies are longitudinal (Erbaug, 1986; Szeto, 1998; Chung, 2007). 
 
The experimental studies have consistently found that children acquire the basic 
syntactic knowledge of classifiers, however, acquisition of specific classifiers are 
delayed, and children extensively overuse general classifiers. The shortcomings of 
experimental research reside in two aspects. First, the elicited counting task might not 
truly show children’s knowledge of classifiers. When children are asked to count one 
or several items, the answer of Num + gè does not necessarily indicate they do not 
know the specific classifiers, nor shall we say they overuse gè to replace specific 
classifiers. When children are asked “how many”, the focus of the answer is the 
number, not the noun. It is natural for native speakers to count using Num + gè rather 
than Num+specific classifiers. Moreover, it is also possible that only a numeral is 
included in the answer to the question “how many”. It is not valid to claim that 
omission of classifiers shows that the informant has not acquired syntactic knowledge 
of classifiers. Second, all the experimental studies and cross-sectional corpus studies 
regard that children’s overuse of gè belongs to overgeneralisation in child language 
acquisition, similar to English-speaking children’s production like “breaked” that such 
word was absent in adult input. However, without analysis of adult input, the 
overgeneralisation claim may not be held with confidence.  
 
Corpus studies are able to investigate how children actually use classifiers, including 
both various syntactic and semantic aspects of acquisition. Corpus studies with adult 
speakers are particularly useful in tracing the influence of adult classifier input on 
children’s productions, such as in the studies of Erbaugh (1986) and Chung (2007). 
These two studies show a great correlation between children’s use of classifiers and 
adult input. Chung’s (2007) study is the only one, which focuses on the influence of 
adult input on children’s use of classifiers.  However, the adult input in the corpus is 
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not what children often receive as the recording of the Cantonese corpus was 
conducted by research assistants (Yip & Matthews, 2016). Erbaug’s (1986) corpus 
study includes adults’ narratives, adult-to-adult conversation, and adults’ interaction 
with children. Her findings (a small size of classifiers in adults’ conversation to 
children and adults’ overuse of gè ) are not in line with most claims derived from 
experimental studies. Ergaub’s findings are very much neglected; the pattern of 
adults’ use of classifiers and the influence on children in particular.  
  
The existing literature has isolated three aspects of research. First, adult input and its 
influence on children has not been systematically investigated. Second, acquisition of 
Mandarin classifiers by bilingual children in Mainland China has never been studied. 
Third, there has not been a comparative study on acquisition of Mandarin classifiers 
by bilingual children and monolingual peers in a school context. In the following 
section, the research questions of classifier acquisition will be addressed. 
4.2.5  Research Questions 
Previous research shows that Chinese monolingual children as young as three-year-
old have acquired the syntactic pattern of noun classifier. In other words, monolingual 
children never omit classifier when it is obligatory. However, the variety of their 
classifier vocabulary is quite limited and they predominantly use the general classifier 
gè even for nouns that require specific classifiers (Chien et al., 2003; Erbaugh, 1986; 
Fang, 1985; Hu, 1993a, 1993b). What is worth knowing is whether bilingual children 
show different patterns of Mandarin classifier acquisition. The interaction between 
bilingual children’s two languages is widely observed in various domains among 
various language pairs (Döpke, 2000; Hulk & Müller, 2000; Yip & Matthews, 2000 
among others). It might be hypothesised that bilingual children are likely to omit 
classifier in noun phrases when it is obligatory. Their knowledge of English noun 
phrases, [Num/D N], may lead them to omit classifier in Mandarin. This researcher 
also wants to know whether monolingual children’s overuse of general classifiers can 
be found among bilingual children’s speech and whether different input conditions 
affect their acquisition. It would also be interesting to find out to what extent 
children’s acquisition patterns are reflected in their input-teachers’ speech. Following 
are the questions: 
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Q1: Do bilingual children show a different pattern of Mandarin classifier acquisition 
compared to their Mandarin speaking monolingual peers? 
Specifically:   
a) Do bilingual children produce fewer types of classifiers than monolinguals?  
b) Do bilingual children show a different pattern of syntactic structures involving 
classifiers as monolingual peers? 
c) Do bilingual children and their monolingual peers show a similar pattern of 
use of the general classifier gè in Mandarin? 
Q2. Do bilingual children with different input conditions show different patterns of 
classifier acquisition? 
Q3. What role does the input (teachers’ use of classifiers) play in children’s 
acquisition of Mandarin classifiers? 
 
4.3  Results 
4.3.1  Types and Tokens of Classifier Produced in the Corpus 
The focus of this study is the acquisition of Mandarin noun classifiers. Measure words 
and verb classifiers are excluded from the analysis as classifiers are distinct from 
measure words in a number of ways (Her, 2012a; Her & Hsieh, 2010; J. Tai & Wang, 
1990). Tables 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 show the productions of noun classifiers by bilingual 
children, monolingual children and teachers. 
 
Table 4.2 Bilingual children’s productions of noun classifier 
Child ML JD HW XM EZ ZH HJ Total 
cl|gè=个 62 5 40 2 53 16 24 202 
cl|zhī=只     3   3 
cl| céng =层 3       3 
cl| duǒ =朵     2  1 3 
cl| zhī =支     2   2 
cl| gēn =根     1  1 2 
Total 65 5 40 2 61 16 26 215 
Total Types 2 1 1 1 5 1 3 6 
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Table 4.2 reports the types and tokens of noun classifiers produced by the seven 
bilingual children. HW, XM, JD and ZH only produced gè. EZ produced five types. 
The types of classifiers they produced range from one to five.  
 
Table 4.3 Monolingual children’s productions of noun classifiers 
Child TT LL SN ZL ZR QN MM FF QM RR NN JJ Total 
cl| gè =个 24 23 15 12 13 6 6 4 16 18 13 11 161 
cl| duǒ =朵         3 1   4 
cl| zhī =只 2  2      1    5 
cl| zhāng =张  1        2   3 
cl| céng =层   1 1         2 
cl| kē =颗   1 1         2 
cl| zhī =支 1            1 
cl| běn =本   1          1 
cl| zhǒng =种 1           1 2 
cl| dòng =栋   1          1 
cl| kē =棵     1        1 
Total Tokens 28 24 21 14 14 6 6 4 20 21 13 12 183 
Total Types 4 2 6 3 2 1 1 1 3 3 1 2 13 
 
Monolingual children produced less tokens of noun classifiers compared to bilingual 
children, which might be due to the smaller number of utterances in the corpus. The 
types of classifiers they produced range from one to six.  
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Table 4.4 Teachers’ productions of noun classifiers 
Teacher TD WH TL TJ TW Total 
cl|gè=个 357 291 122 107 49 926 
cl|duǒ=朵 22 6    28 
cl|zhāng=张 22  1  1 24 
cl|zhī=只 5 2 13  1 21 
cl|céng=层 2 6    8 
cl|tiáo=条 2  2 2  6 
cl|zhī=支 6     6 
cl|běn=本 3  1   4 
cl|zhǒng=种 1 1  1  3 
cl|dòng=栋  2    2 
cl|duàn=段  1   1 2 
cl|jiàn=件    2  2 
cl|kǒu=口 1   1  2 
cl|piàn=片 1 1    2 
cl|fú=幅   1   1 
cl|gēn=根 1     1 
cl|liàng=辆  1    1 
cl|míng=名  1    1 
cl|shǒu=首   1   1 
cl|tái=台    1  1 
cl|tóu=头 1     1 
cl|wèi=位  1    1 
cl|zhèn=阵    1  1 
Total 424 313 141 115 52 1045 
Total Types 13 11 7 7 4 23 
 
Five teachers produced 1045 tokens of 23 types of noun classifiers. The number of 
classifier types and tokens corresponds to the number of utterances each teacher 
produced. Only two classifiers kē (颗)and kē(棵) produced by monolingual children 
are not listed in the teachers’ productions. All other classifiers produced by children 
are also found in teachers’ productions. 
4.3.2  Syntactic Structure of Classifier Productions from the Corpus 
This section looks at the structures of classifier productions, including structures of 
noun phrases with classifiers, classifier omission, and structural errors. 
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Structures of Noun Phrases with Classifiers 
Mandarin classifiers occur in a wide range of noun phrases listed below. Nouns in 
brackets (N) denote that the noun is optional. 
 
(6) Dem+CL+(N) 
这  个 (人) 
zhè   gè  (rén ) 
This CL person 
“this (person)”  
(7) Num+CL+(N) 
 三      个    (人) 
sān       gè     (rén ) 
Three CL    person 
“three persons” 
(8) Dem+Num+CL+(N) 
这   三   个 （人） 
zhè    sān    gè  （rén ） 
This three CL   person 
“These three persons” 
(9) V+CL+(N) 
有 个 （人） 
yǒu  gè  （rén ） 
Have CL person 
“there is a person” 
(10) Q+CL+(N) 
每 个  (人) 
měi  gè   (rén ) 
Every CL person 
“every person” 
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(11) Wh+CL+(N) 
几                      个  （人）？ 
jǐ                       gè   （rén） 
How many        CL     person 
“how many persons” 
(12) CL+CL+(N) 
个   个（学生） 
gè    gè （xuéshēng ） 
CL     CL  student 
“each and every student” 
From the noun phrases with classifiers listed above, classifiers may occur after a 
demonstrative (6), a numeral (7), a demonstrative and a numeral (8), a verb (9), a 
quantifier (10), question words asking for quantity (11), or the same classifier (12). 
All constructions above allow the absence of a noun when the noun is known in the 
context.  
 
Tables 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7 show the types and tokens of syntactic structures of NP with 
noun classifiers produced by bilingual children, monolingual children and their 
teachers respectively. The most frequently occurring two types, Dem+CL+(N) and 
Num+CL+(N) are further classified into Dem+CL, Dem+CL+N, Num+CL, 
Num+CL+N. 
 
Table 4.5 Syntactic structures of NP with noun classifiers produced by bilinguals 
Child ML JD HW XM EZ ZH HJ Total 
D+CL 20 3 15  31 6 19 94 
Num+CL 20 2 5 1 9 3 1 41 
 D+CL+N 9  2  4 4 1 20 
Num+CL+N 9  18 1 14 3 5 50 
D+Num+Cl+(N) 3       3 
V+Cl+(N) 1    1   2 
Q+CL+(N) 2       2 
Wh +CL+(N) 1       1 
CL+CL+(N)         
Non-target     2   2 
Total 65 5 40 2 61 16 26 215 
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Table 4.6 Syntactic structures of NP with noun classifiers produced by monolinguals 
Child LL SN TT ZR QN ZL FF JJ MM NN QM RR Total 
D+CL 8 2 3 1 2 7 2 3 1 2 7 11 49 
Num+CL 6 2 15  1 3 2 4 3 7 1 5 49 
 D+CL+N  3 5  2 1  2 1 1 4  19 
Num+Cl+N 9 12 5 9 1 3  2  2 7 5 55 
D+Num+Cl+(N)              
V+Cl+(N) 1 2  3    1 1 1 1  10 
Q+CL+(N)    1         1 
Wh +CL+(N)              
CL+CL+(N)              
Non-target              
Total 24 21 28 14 6 14 4 12 6 13 20 21 183 
 
Table 4.7 Syntactic structures of NP with noun classifiers produced by teachers 
Teacher TD TJ TL TW WH Total 
D+CL 72 10 16 8 96 202 
Num+CL 47 21 5 2 27 102 
 D+CL+N 37 23 42 4 68 174 
Num+Cl+N 178 33 63 29 65 368 
D+Num+Cl+(N)  1 1 2 6 10 
V+Cl+N 16 12 3 2 17 50 
Q+CL+(N) 17 7 4  3 31 
Wh +CL+(N) 51 8 7 5 29 100 
CL+CL+(N) 3    1 4 
Non-target       
Total 421 115 141 52 312 1041 
 
From the three tables above, a classifier occurs most frequently among the four 
constructions of noun phrases (Dem+CL, Num+CL, Dem+CL+N and Num+CL+N) 
for all three groups. The number of tokens makes up 95.3% for the bilingual group, 
94.0% for the monolingual group, and 81.3% for teachers’ group. The most frequently 
produced construction for bilingual children is Dem+CL, while the construction 
Num+CL+N is the most frequently one produced by monolingual group and teachers’ 
group. Some constructions, which occur frequently in teachers’ productions are rare in 
children’s, such as Wh+CL+(N). The wh-question words occurring before a classifier 
are usually jǐ (how many), duōshǎo (how many), and nǎ （which). Two non-target 
constructions were found in EZ’s productions, while all other children and teachers’ 
productions are target. 
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Most children, bilingual or monolingual, produced four or five types, and the number 
of types of constructions produced by each teacher ranges from seven to nine. One 
bilingual child, ML produced eight types while some constructions were also limited 
in teachers’ production. The following examples show the less frequent constructions 
of children but produced by ML. 
 
(13) ML: Evan, 你       站        这   两   个   格子   里边。   (D+Num+CL+N) 
              Evan, nǐ   zhàn    zhè liǎng    gè    gézǐ    lǐ biān 
        Evan, you  stand  this two      CL   grid     inside 
        ‘ Evan, stand in the two grids.’ 
(14) ML: 需要 个 胶水 给 他 。                                                (V+CL+N) 
        xūyào gè  jiāoshuǐ  gěi  tā 
        Need   CL    glue   give him 
        ‘Need to give him some glue.’ 
(15) ML: 然后 每 个 人 走 的 时候 去 看看。                        (Q+CL+N) 
          ránhòu  měi  gè  rén  zǒu  de  shíhòu  qù  kàn kàn 
          then      every CL person go DE time go  see  see 
         ‘Then, everyone will go to see it before leaving.’ 
(16) ML: 美术    书     是   哪       个 ?                                       (Wh+CL) 
           měishù  shū      shì    nǎ        gè 
           Art          book   is    which  CL 
          ‘Which one is the art book?’ 
 
Classifier Omission  
In adult speech, a classifier is usually obligatory in a noun phrase with a numeral, 
demonstrative or certain quantifier, while in some non-standard usage, poetic or 
idiomatic expressions, classifiers may be omitted (R. Yang, 2001)  
 
(17) 这  姑娘  我  认识 。           (non-standard usage) 
zhè   gūniang   wǒ   rènshi 
This girl      I       know 
‘I know this girl.’ 
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(18) 三   人   行    必   有   我   师。  (idiomatic expression, Confucius’ Analects) 
    sān   rén    xíng      bì      yǒu   wǒ    shī 
Three person   walk  must have   my teacher 
‘If three walk together, one can be my teacher.’ 
(19) 那     人    那     山       那   狗       （poetic expression, name of a film） 
nà      rén   nà      shān   nà    gǒu 
That person that mountain that dog 
‘the man, the mountain and the dog’ 
 
In the corpus, the noun rén ‘person/people’ is found to be used after a numeral or a 
quantifier without a classifier, such as yī rén  ‘one person’ , měi rén ‘every person’ , 
and duōshǎo rén ‘how many persons’. Some idiomatic expressions are found such as 
yī ér yī nǚ ‘one son one daughter’. Such occurrences are mostly found in teachers’ 
productions. There is also one utterance found for non-standard usage of classifier 
omission by a teacher, TW. Standard Mandarin requires the classifier dào  for nà dào 
tí ‘that problem’ 
 
(20) 把   那       题      改      一  下。 
bǎ    nà        tí      gǎi       yí  xià 
BA  that problem correct   one CL 
‘correct that problem.’ 
 
There are several classifier omissions found in children’s productions, which are 
mostly non-target. 
 
(21) TD: 有的    家      里面     有       很多          人,是  一  大   家。 
         yǒude     jiā   lǐmiàn  yǒu     hěnduō      rén, shì  yí dà    jiā 
       Some family  inside  have    many   people is    one big family 
     ‘some family having many people, is a big family.’ 
RR: *我的    是 二   人。 
       wǒde   shì  èr    rén 
        Mine   is   two  people 
        ‘mine is two people.’ 
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TD: 两   个   人。 
      liǎng gè  rén 
       Two CL   people 
      ‘two people’ 
 
RR’s production of èr rén ‘two people’ was then corrected by his teacher TD into 
liǎng gè rén ‘two CL people’. 
 
One bilingual child EZ and one monolingual child TT omitted classifier when 
expressing one or several months’ time. It seems that they are confused with the name 
of the month without the classifier gè and a number of months where the classifier gè 
must be included.  
 
(22) WH: 美玲     你 知道 她       多大         了     吗 ? 
                     měilíng  nǐ  zhīdào  tā   duōdà    le      ma 
         Meiling  you know her  how old  Perf    QP 
             ‘Meiling, do you know how old she is?’ 
                ML: 七          个    月 。 
                         qī           gè     yuè   
                         Seven CL months 
                          ‘Seven months.’ 
                WH: 没    有      七    个 月 。 
                        méi  yǒu     qī     gè  yuè 
                        Neg have seven  CL month 
                           ‘not seven months yet’ 
                TZ: 更    小。 
                        gèng     xiǎo 
                           Even small 
                           ‘even younger’ 
                EZ: *八   月。 
                          bā    yuè 
                           Eight month 
                           ‘August’ 
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                WH: 更     小,       比        七    个 月      还要  小。 
                        gèng  xiǎo  ,  bǐ         qī  gè  yuè   háiyào   xiǎo 
                           Even small  compare seven CL month even small 
                           ‘even younger, younger than seven months.’ 
                EZ: *九 月。 
                           jiǔ yuè 
                            Nine month 
                            ‘September’ 
 
From the context of the conversation, what EZ is saying is ‘eight months’ and ‘nine 
months’ rather than ‘August’ and ‘September’. The omission of classifier gè resulted 
in non-target forms. 
 
(23)  TT: *我 还   有      一   月份       就要   走      了。 
       wǒ hái  yǒu  yī    yuèfèn    jiùyào zǒu       le 
        I     still  have one  month   will     leave  LE 
        ‘I will leave here in one month’ 
yī    yuèfèn     means January, but what TT would like to say is yī gè yuè ‘one month’.  
 
In short, obligatory classifier omissions are rare among both bilinguals and 
monolinguals. 
       
Structural Errors 
zhè ge（Dem+CL） is used frequently in both subject and object positions. In subject 
position, it is grammatically correct to use zhè or zhè ge. However, object position 
only allows zhè ge rather than zhè. No productions by bilingual children were found 
using only 这 zhè in object positions. 
 
(24) ZH: 这  个   是  你的。 
      zhè   ge  shì nǐde 
       This CL  is   yours 
        “this is yours” 
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(25) HJ: 这  个  是   谁的？ 
      zhè   ge  shì sheíde  
      This CL is    whose 
      “whose is this?” 
(26)  EZ:我   爱   这  个。 
        wǒ  ài  zhè   ge      
       I      love this CL 
       “I love this.” 
 
Among the seven bilingual children, ML produced most of the syntactic constructions 
of classifier noun phrases. Two non-target constructions were found from EZ’s 
productions. 
 
(27) TD: 每        人        拿   一    支。 
         měi   rén         ná    yì    zhī   
        Every person take  one CL 
              “everyone takes one pen.” 
EZ: *我     要     拿    黑     支。 
         wǒ   yào     ná     hēi      zhī   
           I    want    take    black  CL 
            “I want to take a black pen.” 
EZ: *我      拿      黑      支    了。 
         wǒ       ná       hēi       zhī     le 
          I           take  black   CL    Perf 
            “ I have taken the black one.” 
      TD: 说 拿   黑   笔。 
                  shuō  ná    hēi    bǐ 
                   Say take black pen 
                “Say, take black pen.” 
              TD: 我 拿    黑色 的, 都 可以。 
                      wǒ  ná     hēisè de , dōu  kěyǐ 
                          I     take black De both okay 
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                       “Or say I take a black one.” 
  EZ:    我   要   black。 
           wǒ  yào black 
           I      want black 
          “I want black.” 
 
EZ used the classifier zhī as a noun with an adjective preceding it, which resulted in 
the inappropriate use of classifier in Adj+CL(hēi zhī). His teacher immediately 
corrected this error by suggesting he use Adj+N (hēi bǐ)  or Adj+DE (hēisè de) 
construction. EZ understood the teacher’s suggestion but simply inserted the 
equivalent English word “black” into the sentence. 
4.3.3  Use of General Classifier gè  in Corpus   
Tables 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 describe the tokens and ratio of the general classifier gè 
produced by bilingual children, monolingual children and teachers. Gè makes up 
95.7%, 88.0% and 88.6% for bilinguals, monolinguals and teachers respectively, 
which shows that the general classifier gè is widely used among both children and 
teachers.  
 
Table 4.8 Bilingual children’s use of gè  
Child Class Types Tokens cl| gè=个 %cl| gè=个 
ML sun 2 65 62 95.4% 
JD moon 1 5 5 100.0% 
HW moon 1 40 40 100.0% 
XM moon 1 2 2 100.0% 
EZ star 5 61 52 85.2% 
ZH star 1 16 16 100.0% 
HJ star 3 26 24 96.0% 
Total  6 215 201 93.5% 
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Table 4.9 Monolingual children’s use of gè 
Child Class Types Tokens cl|gè=个 %cl|gè=个 
LL sun 2 24 23 95.8% 
SN sun 6 21 15 71.4% 
TT sun 4 28 24 85.7% 
QN moon 1 6 6 100.0% 
FF moon 1 4 4 100.0% 
ZR moon 2 14 13 92.9% 
ZL moon 3 14 12 85.7% 
QM star 3 20 16 80.0% 
RR star 3 21 18 85.7% 
NN star 1 13 13 100.0% 
JJ star 2 12 11 91.7% 
MM star 1 6 6 100.0% 
Total  13 183 161 88.0% 
 
Table 4.10 Teachers’ use of gè 
Teacher Types Tokens cl|gè=个 %cl|gè=个 
TD 13 424 357 84.2% 
WH 11 313 291 93.0% 
TL 7 141 122 86.5% 
TJ 7 115 107 93.0% 
TW 4 52 49 94.2% 
Total 23 1045 926 88.6% 
 
 
Overuse of gè 
Although the classifier gè is used widely to match a variety of nouns, some nouns still 
require a specific classifier. For example, yī gè shū  ‘one CL book’ is an inappropriate 
use of the classifier gè as the noun shū ‘book’ requires the classifier běn. From the 
corpus, it is found that gè is frequently overused to replace specific classifiers 
according to the prescriptive use of Mandarin classifiers. Gè is the only classifier 
found to be overused. Tables 4.11, 4.12 and 4.13 describe the number, ratio for gè 
overuse (OU) in different syntactic constructions by bilingual children, monolingual 
children and teachers.  
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Table 4.11 Bilingual children’s overuse (OU) of gè 
Child #gè #OU %OU OU 
without 
N 
%OU 
without 
N 
#OU 
after 
Dem 
%OU 
after 
Dem  
# Num-
CL-N 
#OU  
Num-
CL-N 
%OU 
Num-
CL-N 
ML 62 23 37.1% 19 82.6% 7 30.4% 9 1 11.1% 
EZ 53 24 45.3% 11 45.8% 17 70.8% 14 3 21.4% 
HW 40 20 50.0% 10 50.0% 10 50.0% 18 9 50.0% 
HJ 24 13 54.2% 9 69.2% 10 76.9% 5 2 40.0% 
ZH 16 8 50.0% 1 12.5% 5 62.5% 3 3 100% 
JD 5 3 60.0% 3 100% 3 100% 0 0 n/a 
XM 2 2 100% 1 50.0% 0 0% 1 1 100% 
Total 202 93 46.0% 54 58.1% 52 55.9% 50 19 38.0% 
 
Table 4.12 Monolingual children’s overuse (OU) of gè 
Child # gè #OU %OU OU 
without 
N 
%OU 
without 
N 
#OU 
after 
Dem 
%OU 
after 
Dem 
# Num-
CL-N 
#OU  
Num-
CL-N 
%OU 
Num-
CL-N 
TT 24 17 70.8% 14 82.4% 4 23.5% 5 1 20.0% 
LL 23 15 65.2% 11 73.3% 5 33.3% 9 3 33.3% 
QM 16 11 68.8% 4 36.4% 10 90.9% 7 1 14.3% 
SN 15 3 20.0% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 12 1 8.3% 
RR 18 8 44.4% 6 75.0% 6 75.0% 5 2 40.0% 
ZL 12 3 25.0% 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 1 33.3% 
ZR 13 8 61.5% 2 25.0% 0 0% 9 4 44.4% 
NN 13 1 7.7% 0 0% 0 0% 2 0 0% 
JJ 11 3 27.3% 2 66.7% 2 66.7% 2 2 100% 
QN 6 5 83.3% 2 40.0% 4 80.0% 1 1 100% 
MM 6 2 33.3% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 n/a 
FF 4 4 100.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 0 0 n/a 
Total 161 80 49.7% 48 60.0% 34 42.5% 55 16 29.1% 
 
Table 4.13 Teachers’ overuse (OU) of gè 
Teacher # gè #OU % OU OU 
without N 
% OU 
without N 
OU 
after 
Dem 
%OU 
after 
Dem 
#Num-
CL-N 
#OU 
Num-
CL-N 
%OU 
Num-
CL-N 
TD 357 84 23.5% 53 63.1% 47 56.0% 178 14 7.9% 
WH 293 75 25.6% 38 50.7% 62 82.7% 65 10 15.4% 
TL 124 27 21.8% 7 25.9% 14 51.9% 63 10 15.9% 
TJ 109 24 22.0% 18 75.0% 15 62.5% 33 1 3.0% 
TW 49 8 16.3% 5 62.5% 6 75.0% 29 0 0.0% 
Total 932 218 23.4% 121 55.5% 144 66.1% 368 35 9.5% 
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Among gè productions by children, nearly half were overused in replacing specific 
classifiers or some measure words (46.0% for bilinguals, 49.7% for monolinguals). 
Teachers also used gè where a certain specific classifier or measure word should be 
used, though the overusing rate is much lower than children (23.4%). It was found 
that the rate of overusing gè might be different in different syntactic constructions.  
Overusing gè without N 
In conversation, a noun may be omitted in a noun phrase when it is already known in 
the context by both speaker and listener. From the corpus, it is very common to find 
that a classifier is used with a demonstrative or/and a numeral preceding but without a 
noun following. Although teachers differ from children in overall rate of overusing gè, 
there is only slight difference for the rate in overusing gè in constructions when the 
noun is not mentioned (58.1% for bilinguals, 60.0% for monolinguals and 55.5% for 
teachers). 
 
(28) 我   有  两   个。                 (HJ: bilingual) 
wǒ yǒu liǎng  gè 
I       have two CL 
“I have two” 
HJ was holding two flowers. A specific classifier duǒ for flower should be used. 
 
(29)  老师,我     画      错     了   这    个。(HW: bilingual) 
lǎoshī, wǒ    huà   cuò      le    zhè   gè 
Teacher I draw wrong Perf this CL 
“Teacher, I have drawn this wrong.” 
HW was drawing a swallow, which requires an animate classifier zhī. 
 
(30)  老师, 可以  把  这  个  带  回  家  不? (RR: monolingual) 
lǎo shī , kě yǐ   bǎ   zhè   gè   dài   huí   jiā   bù   
Teacher can   BA   this  CL bring back home QP 
“Teacher, can I take this home?” 
 
RR was asking his teacher if he could take the piece of paper back home. Paper 
requires a specific classifier,  zhāng. 
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(31)  太阳  班    有    两    个。 （FF: monolingual） 
tàiyang bān  yǒu liǎng gè 
sun      class have two CL 
“Sun class has two.” 
FF was responding his teachers’ inquiry as to where they could find scissors. He 
used gè rather than the classifier bǎ for tools. 
         
(32)   你   拿   一   个。  （TD: teacher） 
 nǐ    ná    yī    gè 
you take one CL 
“you take one.” 
TD was giving each child in her class a piece of paper. She used gè rather than 
zhāng. 
 
(33)  你   用   这   个。 (TL: teacher) 
nǐ  yòng zhè  gè 
you use this CL 
“you use this one” 
TL talked to a child when passing a pencil to him. ‘Pencil’ requires the classifier 
zhī (支). 
 
Overusing gè after Demonstratives zhè and nà  
Teachers overuse gè more than children in the construction after demonstratives zhè 
‘this’ and nà ‘that’ (55.9% for bilinguals, 42.5% for monolinguals and 66.1% for 
teachers). 
 
(34)  老师,  是   这    个   书。 (EZ: bilingual) 
lǎoshī  shì zhè  gè    shū 
Teacher be  this  CL   book 
“teacher, it is this book.”  
EZ told his teacher that he found the book the teacher was looking for. ‘Book’ 
requires the classifier běn. 
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(35)  这    个    纸,你的   纸。(QM: monolingual) 
zhè   gè   zhǐ ,nǐde    zhǐ 
this   CL   paper  your  paper 
“this piece of paper is yours”        
QM helped another child find the piece of paper. ‘Paper’ requires the classifier 
zhāng. 
 
(36)  他   说   这   个   汽车   真   破。(TJ: teacher) 
tā   shuō  zhè  gè  qìchē zhēn pò 
he    say this CL   car     really old 
“he said this car was so old.” 
TJ told a story to children in her class. Car requires specific classifiers as liàng  
or bù . 
 
Overusing gè in Num-CL-N construction 
In Num-CL-N construction, bilinguals overuse 个 (38.0%) more than monolinguals 
(29.1%), and teachers’ overusing rate in this construction is low (9.5%).  
(37)  我   画   了   两    个    燕子。 (HW: bilingual) 
wǒ  huà   le  liǎng  gè     yànzi 
I  draw Perf  two  CL  swallow 
“I have drawn two swallows.” 
            Again, prescriptively ‘swallow’ requires an animate classifier zhī. 
 
(38)  我    有  一   个    纸, 但是   没    有     书。（ZR:monolingual） 
wǒ  yǒu   yī gè    zhǐ, dànshì  méi  yǒu   shū 
I   have one CL   paper but  NEG have book 
“I have a piece of paper, but not the book.” 
ZR used gè  rather than zhāng for paper. 
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(39)  做     一     个     树。 （TL:  teacher） 
zuò      yí      gè      shù 
make  one  CL    tree 
“Make a tree.” 
TL told the children to make a tree by cutting a piece of paper. Tree requires the 
classifier kē (棵). 
4.3.4  Results from Elicited Productions 
The corpus study was supplemented by elicited productions 2  to test children’s 
knowledge of some specific classifiers. In the comprehension test, the bilingual 
children showed a very good command of the understanding of the relatively fixed 
relationship between a classifier and an entity denoted by a noun. As table 4.14 shows 
1 refers to correctly matching a classifier and a noun, 0 refers to incorrectly 
matching), except for ZH, who made mistakes on kē and běn, all other bilinguals 
accurately matched the nouns corresponding to the classifiers. ZH said ren (person) 
when he was asked to match the classifier kē, and he said bǐ (pen) to match the 
classifier ben. Although *yì kē rén (one CL man) and *yì běn bǐ (one CL pen) are not 
acceptable in adult speech, ZH matched them with his certain understanding for the 
features of nouns shown in the picture and their relationship with classifiers. The 
feature of man and tree does show similarity to each other as a Chinese simile says 
zhàn sì yì kē sōng ‘ standing like a pine tree’. He matched classifier běn with a pen 
possibly because of its closeness to a book in use for schooling. For monolingual 
controls, the same test result as shown in Table 4.15, most monolinguals are able to 
match the classifiers and their corresponding nouns with the exception of M1 who 
matched each classifier to all four nouns. We cannot say M1 completely lacks the 
knowledge of the fixed relationship between these classifiers and nouns although he 
was tested twice and was clear about the task. One tentative explanation might be that 
this knowledge is not very sound in his mind at this age (4;3) for him. The results 
showed that most bilinguals and monolinguals demonstrated a sound knowledge of 
the relatively fixed relationship between a classifier and an entity denoted by a noun 
for the tested classifiers and measure words. 
                                                 
2 The results of elicited productions have been published in Qi & Wu (2015). 
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Table 4.14 Classifier comprehension test on bilinguals 
Child Age bēi杯 kē棵 tiáo 条 běn本 wǎn 碗 
HJ 4;2 1 1 1 1 1 
ZH 4;5 1 0 1 0 1 
XM 5;1 1 1 1 1 1 
ML 6;2 1 1 1 1 1 
HW 6;5 1 1 1 1 1 
 
Table 4.15 Classifier comprehension test on monolinguals 
Child Age bēi杯 kē棵 tiáo 条 běn本 wǎn 碗 
MM 4;3 0 0 0 0 0 
JJ 4;4 1 1 1 1 1 
RR 4;5 1 0 0 1 1 
NN 4;7 1 1 1 1 1 
QM 4;8 1 1 1 1 1 
ZR 4;9 1 1 1 1 1 
FF 5;1 1 1 1 1 1 
BB 5;2 1 1 1 1 1 
QN 6;2 1 1 1 1 1 
 
Results from the production test are shown in table 4.16 and 4.17 below. The majority 
of children use classifiers in the noun phrase though they frequently use general 
classifiers inappropriately. It also shows that bilingual children have a similar pattern 
of overextending general classifiers gè and zhī as monolingual peers. 
 
Table 4.16 Classifier production test on bilinguals 
Subject Age bēi 杯 kē 棵 tiáo 条 běn 本 duī 堆 
HJ 4;2 gè gè gè gè gè 
ZH 4;5 
   
běn 
 
XM 5;1 zhī zhī zhī zhī zhī 
ML 6;2 gè kē gè gè gè 
HW 6;5 gè kē tiáo gè gè 
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Table 4.17 Classifier production test on monolinguals 
Child Age bēi杯 kē棵 tiáo 条 běn本 duī堆 
MM 4;3 gè kē gè gè 
 
JJ 4;4 gè gè gè gè gè 
RR 4;5 gè gè gè gè kuai 
NN 4;7 bēi kē tiáo běn gè 
QM 4;8 gè gè gè gè gè 
ZR 4;9 
 
gè gè 
  
FF 5;1 gè gè gè gè 
 
BB 5;2 gè gè gè gè gè 
QN 6;2 gè gè zhī gè gè 
 
4.4  Discussion 
In this section, the results are discussed in an attempt to answer the research questions 
regarding bilingual and monolingual differences, differences among bilingual children 
with different input conditions and the role of teachers’ input on children’s acquisition 
of Mandarin classifiers. 
4.4.1  Comparing Bilingual Children with Monolingual Peers 
The first research question asks if bilingual children show a different pattern of 
Mandarin classifier acquisition from their monolingual peers. All the bilingual and 
monolingual children in this study went to the same childcare centre, and the same 
teachers taught them. The different backgrounds amongst them include the following 
points. For all bilingual children, Mandarin is their weaker language (measured by 
MLUw and parents’ ratings) and their cumulative Mandarin exposure time is only 
10% to 30% of monolingual peers’.  
 
Sub-question 1:  
Do bilingual children produce fewer types of classifiers than monolinguals? 
 
For types of noun classifier productions in the corpus, bilingual children produced a 
similar number of types of classifiers as monolinguals (1 to 5 types for bilinguals, and 
one to six types for monolinguals). The result is in line with  Erbaugh (1986) who 
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reports that preschool children’s use of specific classifiers is quite rare. Similar to 
another longitudinal corpus study by Chang-Smith, it is reported that the Mandarin 
monolingual child, Bing and the Mandarin-English bilingual child only produced two 
types classifiers, gè and zhī.  
 
In this study, the general classifier gè makes up about 93.5% (201 out of 215) of 
tokens of all classifier productions by bilingual children and 88.0%(161 out of 183) 
by monolinguals. This result is also in line with a corpus study in Cantonese 
classifiers where go3 (an equivalent to gè in Mandarin) made up 90% of utterances 
across three to five-year groups (Tse et al., 2007)  
 
It does not mean, however, that children cannot produce some items or structures if 
they do not produce them. In this study, corpus results are complemented by elicited 
productions. The results from elicited production method on 11 classifiers and six 
container measure words show that both bilinguals and monolinguals demonstrate 
sound knowledge for most of these classifiers and container measure words. 
 
In terms of the differences between bilingual children and monolingual children 
acquiring Chinese classifiers, one study showed that Chinese-English children in 
North America lagged far behind Mandarin and Cantonese-speaking children in 
mainland China (Fang, 1985), which is contrary to the results of this study. 
Environmental and input factors might provide explanations for this contrastive 
difference. 
 
Sub-question 2:  
Do bilingual children show a different pattern of syntactic structures involving 
classifiers as monolingual peers? 
 
Two aspects will be observed in answer to this question. The first aspect is to 
investigate whether  bilingual children omit a classifier when it is obligatory. 
 
Classifier systems, a salient typological property of Chinese languages, may pose 
problems for bilingual children when paired with a non-classifier language such as 
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English (Yip & Matthews, 2010). As for the bilingual children in this study, Mandarin 
is their weaker language. We might predict that bilingual children may go through a 
stage of omitting classifiers by applying their knowledge of English noun phrase 
structures to Mandarin noun phrases. Results show that even the bilingual children 
with less Mandarin exposure rarely omit classifiers when they are obligatory. For 
example, zhè ‘this’ appears frequently in the corpus. In Mandarin, the subject position 
allows both zhè ‘this’ like in (40) and zhè +CL like in (41). However, the object 
position only allows zhè +CL like in (42) and (43). If the bilingual children transfer 
the knowledge of English demonstrative, ‘this’ to Mandarin, they may use zhè in 
object position as well. However, like monolinguals, bilingual children never use only 
zhè as an object. Even in utterances where the subject and verb drop ‘like' in (44), the 
classifier was not omitted. 
 
(40) 这    是        你的。   （ZH: bilingual child） 
zhè     shì     nǐde 
    This   is      yours 
   ‘This is yours.’ 
 
(41) 这    个   是    你的。(ZH: bilingual child) 
zhè  ge    shì   nǐde 
            This  CL    is    yours 
            ‘This is yours.’ 
 
(42) 我   学  这   个。(EZ: bilingual child) 
wǒ  xué  zhè ge 
     I    learn this CL 
     ‘I learn this.’ 
 
(43) 老师,我   画    错   了   这   个。(HW: bilingual child) 
lǎoshī ,wǒ    huà     cuò    le    zhè    ge 
Teacher    I     draw  wrong  ASP   this  CL 
    ‘Teacher, I draw this wrong.’ 
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(44) 这    个     吗？      (HJ: Bilingual child) 
zhè     gè      ma 
           This CL      QP 
    “this?” 
 
The present study is similar to that of Erbaugh (1986) who found that Chinese-
speaking children, both Mandarin and Cantonese, almost never omit a classifier when 
it is obligatory. The bilingual children in this study did not seem to go through a stage 
of transferring the structure of their stronger language English noun phrases by 
omitting classifiers. This shows that even the weaker language develops like a first 
language (Meisel, 2007; Qi, 2011). It also shows the bilingual children manifest a 
differentiated developmental pattern at least in the domain of classifier constructions, 
similar to the findings by Chang-Smith (2010). The finding that bilingual children 
rarely omit classifiers also supports the hypothesis proposed by Hulk and Müller 
(2000, p. 228) for cross-linguistic influence to occur: ‘there has to be a certain overlap 
of the two systems at the surface level’. Chinese is a classifier language, while 
English is not, thus without much overlap at least in the surface structure.  
 
The second aspect is to observe whether bilingual children’s syntactic structures of 
classifier productions are different from monolinguals. Among the nine possible 
syntactic structures where a classifier may appear, four are predominant among both 
bilinguals and monolinguals. These four constructions are Dem+CL, Num+CL, 
Dem+CL+N, Num+CL+N. For bilingual children, these four constructions make up 
95.3% (205 out 215), and 94.0% (172 out 183) for monolinguals. Other constructions 
such as Dem+Num+CL+(N), Q+CL+(N) are rare among children except when one 
bilingual child ML. ML produced eight out of nine constructions, including those 
rarely used by teachers. Other constructions produced by ML are 
Dem+Num+CL+(N), V+CL+(N), Q+CL+(N), Wh +CL+(N). 
 
Chang-Smith (2010) obtained five developmental phases of syntactic constructions of 
Mandarin classifiers by a monolingual child, Bing and a Mandarin- English bilingual 
child, Ralph in her longitudinal study. The emergence order is: phase 1, no classifiers 
(only bare nouns); phase 2,  zhè ge emerged but used as a chunk only; phase 3, 
Dem+CL and Num+CL without N; phase 4,  Dem+CL+N and Num+CL+N; and 
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phase 5, Dem+Num+CL+(N). The child Bing did not produce other constructions  as 
the period of the study is before three years of age. The construction 
Dem+Num+CL+(N) emerging in the last phase of Chang-Smith’s study,  seems to be 
more complex than others. Chang-Smith’s study shows that there is a degree of 
structural complexity for constructions of Mandarin classifiers.  
 
How does the bilingual child ML excel in producing even more complex syntactic 
structures than monolingual peers who are exposed to much more Mandarin? One 
possible explanation is in line with the Bilingual Bootstrapping Hypothesis, proposed 
by Gawlitzek-Maiwald and Tracy (1996, p. 903), which is defined as ‘something has 
been acquired in language A fulfills a booster function for language B’. Paradis et al. 
(2011) also point out that a bilingual child’s development in one language can be 
advanced by the other, and the two languages can be mutually advanced for sharing 
some linguistic-conceptual knowledge. It is possible that the English noun phrase 
structures ML has acquired facilitate her using more complex structures in Mandarin. 
 
Sub-question 3: 
Do bilingual children overuse the general classifier as monolinguals? 
 
Gè has been widely accepted to be a general classifier to be used with a great number 
of nouns (Chao, 1968; Erbaugh, 1986; C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981). Both the corpus 
data and elicited productions show that bilingual children overuse the general 
classifier gè like monolinguals. Overusing gè mostly appears in constructions where 
the noun is not mentioned like (45) or the classifier preceded by the demonstratives 
zhè ‘this’ and nà ‘that’ like (46). In (45), what FF referred to was scissor, but he used 
gè rather than the specific classifier bǎ for tools. In (46), EZ used gè after the 
demonstrative zhè ‘this’ referring to his coat, which requires the specific classifier 
jiàn. 
 
(45) 太阳班        有       两    个  （剪刀）。 （FF: monolingual child） 
tàiyángbān yǒu  liǎng  gè   （jiǎndāo） 
 Sun-class have two CL   (scissors) 
 ‘Sun-class has two scissors.’                            
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(46) 这     个 是   我的   外套。                         (EZ: bilingual child) 
zhè  ge  shì  wǒde  wàitào 
 This CL is my coat 
             ‘This is my coat.’ 
 
Gè was mostly used to replace a specific classifier. Occasionally, it was also used to 
replace a measure word, like in (47) and (48) which the noun jiāoshuǐ ‘glue’ requires 
a container measure word píng ‘bottle’. 
(47) 我   知道     太阳班       有    一     个   胶水。         (ML: bilingual child) 
wǒ  zhīdào  tàiyángbān  yǒu  yī  gè    jiāoshuǐ 
            I    know  sun-class  have  one  CL  glue 
            ‘I know there is a bottle of glue in sun-class.’ 
(48) 这    个 (胶水)       也 坏 了。                            (LL: monolingual child) 
zhè   ge (jiāoshuǐ) yě  huài  le 
            This CL (glue)     also  bad LE 
            ‘This bottle of glue also does not work.’ 
 
Gè was the only classifier found in the corpus data to be used to replace specific 
classifiers and occasionally container measure words. However, in elicited 
productions, both gè and zhī were found to be overused to place specific classifiers 
and measure words.  
 
The results are generally in line with previous research on children’s use of gè and zhī 
in place of specific classifiers (Erbaugh, 1986, 2006; Fang, 1985; Hu, 1993b; Tse et 
al., 2007). However, there are also some differences from previous research. In Fang’s 
(1985) study, Chinese-English bilingual children in the US overused gè significantly 
more than monolingual children in Beijing. In this study, the rate of overuse of gè is 
similar between bilinguals (46.0%) and monolinguals (49.7%). In Hu (1993a)'s study, 
36 out of 57 tokens of zhī produced by the Chinese-English bilingual children in the 
US were used with inappropriate nouns. The corpus data in this study does not show 
any overusing zhī and other specific classifiers with inappropriate nouns. However, 
using the same method as Hu (1993a), the elicited production data did show that zhī 
was another classifier after gè, which some children use to replace other specific 
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classifiers and measure words. A corpus study of Cantonese children’s acquisition of 
classifier shows that Cantonese children, besides overusing the general classifier gè, 
also use some specific classifiers like zek3, tiu4 and gaan1 to replace other specific 
classifiers (Tse et al., 2007). Similarly, another corpus study of Mandarin-speaking 
children showed that two-year-olds used kē(颗) and tiáo with inappropriate nouns 
(Erbaugh, 1986). The differences compared to previous research may be due to 
environmental and age factors from other studies. 
 
Why do the children overuse the general classifier? Tse et al. (2007, p. 514) interpret 
that there are cognitive, linguistic and contextual influences. They list three reasons to 
account this situation: first, using the general classifier is a cognitively accessible and 
economical strategy; second, the general classifier is the most widely used classifier; 
third, discourse factors like later mentioning of an object increase the chance to use 
the general classifier. The corpus data in this study allow us to presume this 
phenomenon in the following aspects. First, from a linguistic perspective, overusing 
the general classifier seems to reflect the priority of the syntactic obligation of a 
classifier over its semantic specificity. In other words, when referring to an object, we 
do not need to specify its semantic nature by using specific classifiers, but simply use 
the general classifier to meet the syntactic structure of a noun phrase. The general 
classifier gè, which does not convey any specific meaning, may also be unlikely to 
presuppose any extra meaning to the noun matched with it. Second, from the 
contextual perspective, spontaneous speech of children’s language is often produced 
‘here and now’, which usually involves copious use of demonstratives such as zhè, 
‘this’ and nà, ‘that’ and numerals for counting. The objects the children refer to were 
often present in their eyes, so the name of the objects do not need to be mentioned, let 
alone for children to use specific classifiers to denote their semantic nature. In 
counting the number of objects, either in corpus data or elicited productions, the focus 
is the quantity, not the noun. It is quite common for adults to count things using Num+ 
gè.  
 
Third, the nouns referred in children’s activities may be something they have drawn 
or made, something in stories or simply toys, which are different from real ones. For 
toy animals, gè is more likely to be used. One the one hand, they are named for 
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specific animals, such as a duck, a monkey, where zhī should be used. One the other 
hand, toy animals are toys anyway. For toys in Chinese wánjù, gè should be used. For 
example, when children are playing with toys, they mostly use gè rather than the 
animate classifier zhī. A toy monkey can be a monkey, yī zhī hóuzi ‘one monkey’, but 
at the same time it is also a toy,  yī gè wánjù ‘one toy’. Fourth, some objects allow 
several classifiers, including the general classifier gè, in terms of what perspective 
they may be seen in. At one snack time, children ate biscuits, which looked like very 
small dumplings. In Mandarin, gè is used for dumplings, sān gè jiǎozi ‘three gè 
dumplings’; kē(颗) is used for something small in size, for example, yī kē táng ‘one 
candy’. Thus there are two classifier options (gè and kē) for small dumpling biscuits, 
gè for the shape and kē for the size.  
 
(49) TY:每         人       给     几          个 ?       (one monolingual child) 
           měi          rén   gěi      jǐ          gè   
                        Every person give how many CL 
                       ‘How many for each person?’ 
                  TJ: 每    人    三 个。                                  (teacher) 
                        měi  rén  sān  gè 
                        Every person three CL 
                       ‘Three each person.’ 
                ZL:  每   人   三   颗。                             （one monolingual child） 
                        měi  rén  sān  kē 
                        Every person three CL. 
                       ‘Three each person.’ 
 
TY used the general classifier gè to ask the teacher how many small, dumpling-
shaped biscuits each child could have. The teacher also used gè to answer him. 
However, another child ZL repeated the same information using the specific classifier 
kē when she focused on the size of the biscuits rather than their shape. This example 
also shows children’s sensitivity to the shape of objects. Fifth, children’s overuse of 
the general classifier may be also attributed to adult input. Most of the previous 
studies, due to adult input not being available in sample, were not able to analyse the 
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influence of adult input on children’s overuse of the general classifier. The influence 
of adult input will be systematically addressed in a later section.    
4.4.2  Comparing Bilingual Children of Different Input Conditions 
The second research question asks whether bilingual children with different input 
conditions show different patterns of classifier acquisition. This question will be 
observed in three aspects of their productions, including the types of classifiers, 
syntactic structures of classifier and overuse of the general classifier gè. 
 
The seven bilingual children varied in their input conditions in a number of factors 
such as age onset of Mandarin exposure, length of Mandarin exposure disruption, 
number of days of attendance at the Mandarin-speaking child care centre each week 
and other factors (see table 3.14). Adopting the method of calculating the cumulative 
length of exposure enables us to take more input factors into account to obtain a 
quantitative measurement of their Mandarin exposure (Unsworth, 2013a). 
 
Figure 4.1.  shows the cumulative length of Mandarin exposure of the seven bilingual 
children in descending order. 
 
Figure 4.1 Bilingual children’s cumulative length of Mandarin exposure (CLME) 
 
First, for the types of classifiers of productions in the corpus, EZ, the one with the 
least length of exposure, produced five types of classifiers, HJ produced three types, 
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ML produced two and others only used gè. Except for ZH, the elicited production 
method of the classifier comprehension test shows that ML, HW, XM and HJ (EZ and 
JD were away) could match all classifiers tested with appropriate nouns (see table 
4.13). The number of types of classifiers they produced (shown by figure 4.2) are not 
consistent with their cumulative length of Mandarin exposure (shown by figure 4.1). 
 
 
Figure 4.2 Types of classifiers produced by bilingual children 
 
Second, in terms of syntactic structures of classifier noun phrases, ML produced eight 
different types, including some, which appear in teachers’ productions but not in 
monolinguals’, while HW, EZ, ZH and HJ all produced four types of structures 
similar to most of the monolinguals. JD and XM produced two types of structures 
among five tokens (JD) and two tokens (XM) of classifier in the corpus. Again, the 
complexity of NP with classifiers they produced (figure 4.3) is not in line with their 
cumulative length of Mandarin exposure (figure 4.1). 
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Figure 4.3 Types of syntactic constructions of NP with classifiers produced by 
bilingual children 
 
Third, bilingual children’s overusing the general classifier gè will be compared. Each 
child’s overusing rate is listed (also see table 4.10). 
 
Bilingual children’s rate in overusing the general classifier gè (figure 4.4) is also not 
correlated to their cumulative length of Mandarin exposure (figure 4.1). ML, the child 
with the most CLME shows the least overuse of gè, while EZ with the least CLME is 
the second lowest in overusing gè.  
 
Figure 4.4 Bilingual children's rate of overusing gè 
 
Results of three aspects of observation show that bilingual children’s pattern for the 
acquisition of classifier is not as varied as their input conditions exemplified by 
cumulative length of exposure. ML, the child with the most duration of Mandarin 
exposure, is more advanced than others in producing more complex classifier noun 
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phrases and also in less overuse of the general classifier gè. EZ, the child with the 
least length exposure produced more types of classifiers than others and does not lag 
behind others in the other two aspects. The effect of CLME is not evident for 
bilingual children’s acquisition of Mandarin classifiers.  
4.4.3  The Role of Teachers’ Input  
The third research question concerns what role teachers’ input plays in children’s 
acquisition of Mandarin classifiers. Teachers’ use of classifiers will be compared with 
the results of children in terms of types, syntactic structures and overuse of the 
general classifier gè. Before making this comparison, it is important to state that these 
children have not yet received any specific instruction of Mandarin classifiers. 
 
The types of classifiers produced by each of five teachers range from four to 13. 
There are altogether 23 types of classifiers produced by five teachers. Occurrences of 
specific classifiers are scarce. Fourteen types only occurred once or twice. The 
general classifier gè makes up nearly ninety per cent of all tokens produced. That the 
specific classifiers are quite rarely used by children is reflected in the input from 
teachers. Teachers produced 23 types of classifiers –this number is very close to the 
22 core classifiers described by Erbaugh (1986). However, only 13 specific classifiers 
teachers produced are on the list of the Erbaugh (1986)'s core classifiers. All 
classifiers produced by bilingual children can also be found in teachers’ productions. 
Two classifiers kē(颗) and kē(棵) produced by monolingual children were not found 
in teachers’ productions. This may be due to the fact that monolingual children are 
exposed to Mandarin both at school and at home, while bilingual children are exposed 
to Mandarin mainly at school.  
 
Second, the syntactic structures of classifier noun phrases produced by teachers are 
compared with those of children. Teachers never omit a classifier when it is 
obligatory. However, omission errors were found among children although the 
occurrences were very low. Teachers produce a wider range of syntactic structures of 
classifier noun phrases than children. Some complex structures, which are common 
among teachers are hardly found in children’s production. The omission errors 
committed by children and their relatively simpler syntactic structures show that 
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acquisition of classifier syntactic structure by three to five-year-old children is still in 
progress, even though their awareness of the distribution of classifiers occurs as early 
as three or four years old (cf.Chien et al., 2003; Fang, 1985; Hu, 1993b; Lee, 1996). 
 
The third observation concerns the influence of teachers’ use of classifiers on 
children’s overuse of the general classifier. Both bilingual children and monolingual 
children show the overuse of the general classifier gè. Do adults overuse the general 
classifier in the same way as children? The corpus data in this study shows that 
teachers also use gè with nouns that are inappropriate according to the prescriptive 
use of specific classifiers (Guo, 2002; Wu & Qi, 2018).  
 
 
Figure 4.5 The overuse of the general classifier gè 
 
The average overusing rate is 23.4% for five teachers. Teachers are mostly likely 
(66.1%) to replace a specific classifier with gè when a demonstrative pronoun like zhè 
and nà is used before the classifier, for example, zhè gè qìchē (this gè car), zhè gè zhǐ 
(this gè paper). They are also very likely (55.1%) to replace a specific classifier with 
gè when the noun is omitted but known in the context, as examples in (25) and (26) 
show. In Num+CL+N construction, teachers were also found to replace a specific 
classifier with gè; however, this rate fell to only 9.5%. We can see from the above 
figure that children are similar to teachers in replacing a specific classifier with gè, 
especially when there is a demonstrative proceeding and when the noun is not 
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mentioned. Thus, children’s overuse of gè seems to be clearly influenced by input 
from teachers, which is contrastive to claims in some previous research(Fang, 1985; 
Hu, 1993a; Tse et al., 2007). One the other hand, on average children are twice likely 
to replace a specific classifier with gè than teachers. Children are more than three 
times likely to overuse gè than teachers in Num+CL+Noun construction. This 
difference may reflect that children also learn a language by its rules. It would seem 
that input-based and rule-based learning models are not exclusive to each other. 
 
Why do teachers use gè instead of specific classifiers? One possible explanation 
might be from the perspective of child-directed speech. In order to make children 
understand more clearly, teachers may intentionally use fewer specific classifiers, 
which the children may not understand. However, detailed analysis of the data has 
shown that teachers also commonly use gè to replace the specific classifiers like běn 
and kē that children understand. Teachers who teach younger children (e.g. TW) do 
not overuse gè more than those who teach older ones (see table 4.12).  This result is in 
line with Erbaugh (1986, p. 406) who states that “the general classifier is often used 
where a special classifier is reported as obligatory, even by highly educated, 
conservative teachers of classical Chinese.”  The preference for using gè rather than 
specific classifiers may be related to the context of ‘here and now’ where something 
referred is already known, thus making it unnecessary to specify it with specific 
classifiers. In order to satisfy the grammatical rule that a classifier is usually 
obligatory, the general classifier gè serves the role as gè does not have any semantic 
content  (Myers, Gong, Shen, & Min-Hsiung, 1999). 
 
For teachers, the gè overusing rate is highest when gè is preceded by a demonstrative
（determiner）zhè or nà equivalent to English ‘this’ and ‘that’ without a noun. zhè gè 
and nà gè are similar to specified pronouns in fulfilling grammatical rules (Erbaugh, 
2006). 
 
4.5  Summary 
This chapter firstly introduces the theoretical issues of Chinese classifiers and then 
reviews the previous research on the acquisition of Chinese classifiers. This is 
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followed by the presentation and discussion of the results of Mandarin classifier 
acquisition by bilingual children and their monolingual peers. The results show that 
bilingual children are similar to monolingual peers in terms of types of classifiers 
produced, syntactic accuracy, types of syntactic constructions and overuse of the 
general classifier gè. The findings indicate that the effect of the quantity of input 
measured by the cumulative length of Mandarin exposure (CLME) is not evident for 
the acquisition of Mandarin classifiers when the comparison is made between 
bilinguals and monolinguals, as well as among bilinguals of different input conditions. 
The input from teachers influences children’s acquisition in a number of aspects, 
particularly the predominance of use of the general classifier, the rarity of the use of 
specific classifiers and the overuse of the general classifier. Results of elicited 
productions, which serve to complement the corpus data, indicate that children’s 
knowledge of specific classifiers is far beyond what they produce. The results are 
compared with previous studies and discussed in the context of the role of input in 
bilingual acquisition. 
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Chapter 5  Acquisition of Mandarin Locative PP with zài  
This chapter presents the findings of the bilingual children’s acquisition of the 
Mandarin prepositional phrase headed by zài ‘at’. Locative PP is one of the 
typological differences between English and Chinese. English allows locative PPs to 
occur after a verb but not immediately before a verb. While in Chinese (Mandarin or 
Cantonese), all verbs allow preverbal PPs while only some verbs allow PPs placed 
either before the verb or after the verb. 
 
The two languages in the word order of PPs are constructive but also partially 
overlap. The complexity of the placement of locative PPs may pose a challenge to 
English-Mandarin bilingual children, as their strong language English shows the 
invariant word order. Previous research on Cantonese-English bilingual children finds 
that bilingual children’s Cantonese productions show non-target word order and a 
preference for postverbal PPs, even though Cantonese is the children’s stronger 
language (Yip & Matthews, 2007). The seven English-Mandarin bilingual children in 
the present study are expected to produce more deviant word order of PPs, as 
Mandarin is their weaker language. 
 
Firstly, we discuss in what word order a zài-PP can be placed in a Mandarin sentence, 
what factors govern the different word orders and what are the functions of the 
different placements (section 5.1). Next is a review of previous research on children’s 
acquisition of zài-PP (hai2-PP in Cantonese), including Mandarin and Cantonese 
monolingual children as well as Cantonese-English bilingual children (section 5.2). 
This is followed by a list of research questions on how English-Mandarin bilingual 
children in this study acquire the zài-PP in Mandarin (section 5.3). Section 5.4 
presents the results of zài-PPs productions by bilingual children, monolingual children 
and teachers respectively. Section 5.5 discusses the results in relation to the research 
questions. A brief conclusion is drawn in the last section. 
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5.1  Placement of Locative PP with zài in Mandarin  
In Mandarin, prepositional phrases (PP) headed by zài may appear in four positions in 
a sentence, before the subject (1), between a subject and a verb (2), after the verb (3), 
and after the object with a pause as right dislocation (4). 
 
(1) 在这里，你可以吃到中国的美食。 
zài zhèlǐ ，nǐ kěyǐ chī    dào    zhōngguó  de měishí 
at   here      you can eat  come   China      GEN delicious food 
‘ Here, you can taste delicious food of many countries 
(2)  他在办公室等你。 
tā zài bàngōngshì děng nǐ 
he at  office          wait  you 
‘He is waiting for you in office.’ 
(3) 我独自走在郊外的小路上3。 
wǒ dúzì    zǒu zài jiāowài     de   xiǎolù shàng 
I  alone walk at outskirts DE lane  top 
‘I’m walking alone in the lane on the outskirts.’ 
(4) 我吃过饭了，在家。 
wǒ   chī guò fàn      le ，zài jiā 
I  eat EXP meal Perf,  at home 
‘I had my meal, at home.’ 
 
Type (2) and (3) represented by [zài-PP V] and [V zài-PP] will be the focus of the 
following discussion. 
(5) 小 猫  在  沙发  上 坐 着。 
xiǎo  māo   zài   shāfā   shàng  zuò  zhe 
Little cat        at     sofa     top    sit   DUR 
‘The little cat is sitting on the sofa.’ 
(6) 小 猫  坐  在   沙发  上。 
                                                 
3 上 shàng ‘on top of’ is a locative particle following the noun. See Li & Thompson (1981, 
p391) for a list of locative particles. 
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xiǎo  māo   zuò   zài    shā fā   shàng 
little   cat      sit   at        sofa   on 
‘The little cat sits on the sofa.’ 
(7) 小明    在    房间     看   书。 
xiǎomíng     zài     fángjiān      kàn    shū 
Xiaoming    at        room         read    book 
‘Xiaoming is reading a book in the room.’ 
(8) *小明    看   书  在    房间。 
xiǎomíng     kàn    shū   zài     fángjiān 
Xiaoming     read book   in      room 
 
Sentences (5) and (7) are [zài-PP V] constructions, while sentences (6) and (8) are [V 
zài-PP]. Though sentences (5) and (6) express a slightly different meaning, both are 
grammatical. However, post-verbal zài-PP in (8) has resulted in a non-target word 
order. 
 
What factors determine whether a zài-PP is able to occur before or/and after a verb? 
The semantics of the verb constrain the placement of zài-PP (Deng & Yip, 2015; Liu, 
2009). In Mandarin, all verbs allow preverbal locative phrases, which generally 
specify the location for what takes place (Li &Thompson; Liu, 2009). However, only 
certain verbs also allow postverbal locative phrase.  Li &Thompson (1981, p398-406) 
lists four classes of verbs that allow postverbal phrase: verbs of displacement, verbs of 
posture, verbs of appearing, verbs of placement. Liu (2009, p4-6) further classified 
verbs taking postverbal zài-PP into more classes, who found that postverbal zài-PP 
occurs with a wide range of verb classes and carries a variety of meanings. From a 
detailed observation of the list of verbs, some belonging to these classes may not 
allow postverbal zài-PPs at all. 
 
(9) a. 他在桌子上跳。 
tā zài zhuōzi shàng tiào 
he zài table    top     jump 
‘He is jumping on the table’ 
b. *他跳在桌子上。 (jumping to the table from a place lower than the table) 
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tā tiào zài zhuōzi shàng  
he jump at table   top 
c. 他跳在桌子上。（jumping to the table from a higher place） 
tā tiào zài zhuōzi shàng le 
he just at  table    top    LE 
‘He is jumping onto the table.’ 
 
In (9)a, the preverbal zài-PP denotes the location where he jumps; however, the 
postverbal zài-PP results in non-target combination if ‘he is jumping to the table from 
a lower place’. If jumping onto the table from a lower place such as the ground，dào 
‘to’ should be used rather than zài.  Only jumping to the table from a higher place can 
the displacement verb tiào ‘jump’ allow the postverbal zài-PP like in (9) c.  
 
(10) a. 他把弟弟推倒在床上。 
tā bǎ dìdi tuīdǎo zài chuáng shàng 
he BA little brother  push fall at bed top 
‘ He pushed his little brother down on the bed.’ 
      b. *他把弟弟推在床上。 
     tā  bǎ         dìdi          tuī   zài chuáng shàng 
     he BA little brother  push  at  bed       top 
      c. 他在床上推弟弟。 
          tā zài chuáng shàng tuī    dìdi 
          he at   bed      top     push little brother 
          ‘He is pushing his little brother on the bed.’ 
 
The verb tuīdǎo is a verb compound ‘push+fall’. The verb tuī ‘push’ only denotes a 
horizontal meaning, which results in a non-target combination. Displacement verbs, 
which do not denote downward meaning do not allow postverbal zài-PP (Deng & Yip, 
2015; Liu, 2009). 
 
What are the functions of preverbal zài-PP and postverbal ones? Chao (1968) states 
that the preverbal usually denotes the place, and the postverbal denotes the place 
arrived at. J. H. Tai (1975) further explains these differences, which are Location-V 
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and V-Goal. In Chinese traditional grammar, preverbal zài-PP is called zhuàngyǔ  
‘adverbial’, while postverbal zài-PP is called búyǔ ‘complement’ (C. N. Li & 
Thompson, 1981). In generative grammar, this distinction is shown by Adjunct-V and 
V-Complement (Deng & Yip, 2015; C.-T. J. Huang, 1994). 
 
What factors govern the placement of zài-PPs? Kwan (2010), according to the 
analysis of hai2-PP in Cantonese, the counterpart of zài-PP in Mandarin, argues that 
iconicity is one factor governing the order of hai2-PP, as iconicity reflects the human 
conceptual world. Preverbal zài-PP can occur with all verbs, but postverbal zài-PP 
only occur with certain classes of verbs. Aspectual perspectives have been taken to 
account for postverbal zài-PP occurring with some verbs rather than others, such as 
stativity and telicity of verbs (Liu, 2009), verb scalar properties (Luo, 2011) and event 
types of verbs (Deng, 2014; Deng & Yip, 2015). Deng & Yip (2015) account for five 
classes of verbs (C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; Liu, 2009) occurring with postverbal 
zài-PP in terms of event-semantics as shown in the following table.  
 
Table 5.1 The semantics of zài-PPs with different verb classes (Deng & Yip, 2015, 
p1090) 
Verb classes Event type Examples Preverbal  zài Postverbal zài 
Location Goal Location Goal 
Posture Achievement   zuò ‘sit’ 
tǎng ‘lie’ 
   ✓ 
State ✓  ✓  
Placement Accomplishment fàng   ‘put’ 
huà  ‘draw’ 
✓ ✓  ✓ 
State ✓  ✓  
Displacement 
(downward) 
Transition tiào ‘jump’ 
rēng ‘toss’ 
✓   ✓ 
(Dis)appearing Achievement sǐ ‘die’ ✓  ✓  
Manner-of-motion Activity pǎo ‘run’ 
zǒu ‘walk’ 
✓  ✓  
 
The review above shows that zài-PPs can be placed both before the verb and after the 
verb. All the verbs allow preverbal zài-PPs, while post-verbal zài-PPs can only occur 
with certain verbs. depending on verb classes. How do children acquire the constraints 
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and complexity for the placement of zài-PPs? In the following section, child language 
acquisition of zài-PPs will be reviewed.  
 
5.2  Previous Child Acquisition Research of zài-PPs 
5.2.1  Mandarin and Cantonese Monolingual Children’s Acquisition 
A number of studies investigate Chinese monolingual children’s acquisition of zài-
PPs. Earlier studies appear in Ping Li (1990) who examined 99 Beijing children’s 
productive speech using elicited production tasks. Two research assistants were 
involved in conducting the elicited production experiments. The children were put 
into four age groups: three-year-olds, four-year-olds, five-year-olds and six-year-olds. 
Research assistant 1 acted out each situation, and then asked the child to describe it to 
research assistant 2 who was blindfolded. For example, research assistant 1 acted out 
a situation as if he were a monkey standing on a table, and then said to the child 
“gàosù shūshu/āyí, xiǎohóuzi zěnme la?” ‘tell the uncle/aunt, what happened to the 
monkey?’. Then research assistant 2 asked the child again, “gàosù wǒ, xiǎohóuzi 
zěnme la?” ‘tell me, what happened to the monkey?’. There were 281 utterances with 
zài produced by children. Data analysis shows that children of all age groups used zài-
PPs in target word order, and few errors were found to place zài-PPs after 
incompatible verbs. The differences among age groups were not evident. For the 
proportion of preverbal and postverbal zài-PPs, children produced more postverbal 
zài-PPs than preverbal ones. For example, posture verbs like zhàn ‘stand’ allow both 
preverbal and postverbal zài-PPs to denote location, but children mostly produced 
postverbal zài-PPs.  According to P. Li’s (1990) interpretation, children’s preference 
to use postverbal zài-PP with posture verbs is probably due to the rare occurrence of 
durative marker zhe, which should be used in preverbal zài-PPs. The results suggest 
that children as young as three years old use zài-PPs appropriately. This means that 
they have already acquired the semantics of certain verb classes that may constrain 
postverbal zài-PPs, and they are able to adopt different word orders to distinguish 
between location and goal. 
 
If children older than three are error-free in producing the word order of zài-PPs, how 
about children younger than three? Cheung (1991) conducted a similar experimental 
study on 33 Cantonese-speaking children whose age ranged from 2;1 to 5;9. It was 
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reported that two-year-olds produced almost all locative phrases at postverbal 
position, among which there were a number of non-target word order hai2-PPs. In 
addition, some two-year-olds were also found to avoid using hai2, production like 
“paa4 chong4-daan aa3” ‘crawl sheet PRT’ responding to one act-out “the baby is 
crawling on the bed”. In Cheung’s (1991) study, the older children performed better 
than younger ones, but still had errors for the placement of hai2-PP especially with 
displacement verbs. According to Cheung, the discrepancy from P. Li’s (1990) study 
may be due to socio-economic status differences between the children in the two 
studies. 
 
Both of the two studies adopted the experimental elicitation tasks, which are 
cognitively demanding for young children. Children may resort to easier solutions to 
describe what the research assistant is acting out. Naturalistic spontaneous data are 
called for to further understand children’s acquisition of locative PP headed by 
zài/hai2 ‘at’. 
 
Based on quantitative and qualitative analysis of six Cantonese-speaking children’s 
(1;05-3;08) spontaneous productions from Cancorp (Lee, 1996), Yip and Matthews 
(2007) found that the children produced approximately an equal frequency of 
preverbal hai2-PPs and post-verbal hai2-PPs. The data also showed that the children 
always used the post-verbal hai-PPs with appropriate verbs. The non-target word 
order of post-verbal hai2-PPs was not found in the corpus. Two children’s data were 
excluded from the analysis, as one child did not produce any hai2-PPs and the other 
child (LTF) was actually not truly monolingual. LTF produced exclusively post-verbal 
hai2-PPs, and her productions were shown to have influence from her Filipina 
domestic helper, according to information in the database manual. This note cautions 
us to be careful regarding children’s input conditions as to whether a child can be 
included into a monolingual or bilingual group. 
 
A longitudinal case study (1:0-5:10) of the acquisition of zài by a Taiwan Mandarin-
speaking child appeared in Hsieh (2010). The child Sean produced zài in all of its uses 
by two years old, including zài as a main verb, zài as a progressive marker, pre-verbal 
zài as well as post-verbal zài. The data shows that the child produced non-target post-
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verbal zài-PPs. The results indicate that the child was not sensitive to the verb type, 
which does not take post-verbal zài-PPs even by 3;10.  
 
(11) *玩 在 这里。（2；10） 
           wán  zài  zhèlǐ 
           play  in  here 
         ‘(I want to ) play in here.’ 
(12) *我想要刷牙在床上。（3:10） 
   wǒ xiǎngyào shuā yá     zài chuáng shàng 
I  want  brush tooth on bed  top 
‘I want to brush my tooth in bed.’ 
 
There was another type of non-target zài-PPs, which appeared in Sean’s productions. 
The child used zài in the place where dào ‘to’ should be used. 
(13) *这是我要带在家里的 （3:8） 
zhè shì wǒ yào   dài    zài jiā        lǐ     de 
this is I want  bring at home inside DE 
‘This is what I want to bring home.’ 
 
A recent longitudinal case study (1;4-4;9) of zài-PPs acquisition by a Mandarin-
speaking child in Beijing was recorded in Y. Zhang and Guo (2014). The authors 
made a quantitative summary of three types of zài in the child’s productions. 
Table 5.2 Distribution of zài in the child utterances of four age periods, calculated 
based on Zhang and Guo (2014, p426) 
 1;4-2;3 
No. (%) 
2;4-3;3 
No. (%) 
3;4-4;3 
No. (%) 
4;4-4;9 
No. (%) 
Without verb 79(85.0%) 76(59.8%) 56(51.4%) 18((43.9%) 
Zài-V 7 (7.5%) 24(18.9% 17(15.6%) 12(29.3%) 
V-zài 7(7.5%) 27(21.3%) 36 (33.0%) 11(26.8%) 
Total 93 127 109 41 
 
The table above shows the distribution of the three types of zài uses in the child 
productions in age periods from 1; 4 to 4;9. Zài used without verb makes up the 
140 
 
majority of the utterances with zài produced, especially when the child is younger. 
The use of zài without verb declines while the uses of zài-V and V-zài increase, as the 
child gets older. During the period of 4; 4 to 4; 9, the child produced an equal 
frequency of zài-V and V-zài utterances. 
 
This study also found the growth of the variety of verbs the child used with zài. 
Before 2;3, the child produced eight different verbs, including zhàn ‘stand’, wán 
‘play’, shuìjiào ‘sleep’, zuò ‘sit’, mǎi ‘buy’, rào ‘wind’, fēi ‘fly’, fàng ‘put’. Although 
the authors said that the verbs were quite scarce in this period, more detailed analysis 
indicate that the verbs produced by the child included verbs that allow post-verbal zài-
PPs such as placement verbs fàng ‘put’ and rào‘wind’, posture verbs zhàn ‘stand’ and 
zuò ‘sit’, displacement verbs  fēi ‘fly’ as well as verbs only allow pre-verbal zài-PPs 
like “wán4 ‘play’, shuìjiào5 ‘sleep-sleep’, mǎi ‘buy’. 
 
After 2;3, diversity of verbs used with zài in the child utterances increases greatly. 
Besides single syllable verbs, verb compounds were also found to be used with zài, 
such as kàn shū ‘read’, bàn dǎo ‘stumble’, dǎ gǔn er ‘roll’, tiào lái tiào qù ‘jump back 
and forth’, zhuǎn quān ‘turn around’. Verb compounds only allow preverbal zài-PPs. 
 
It is reported that the child acquired zài used without verb at 1;7, and preverbal zài 
and post-verbal zài at 2;0. According to Y. Zhang and Guo (2014, p. 426), the word 
“acquired” means that the child spontaneously produced at least three instances of 
each construction, which much be both semantically and pragmatically appropriate. In 
this sense, the child placed zài-PPs in target positions even from the earliest stage 
despite the fact that some verb types may restrict the use of post-verbal zài-PPs.  
A more recent study of children’s acquisition of zài-PPs appeared in  Deng and Yip 
(2015) who analysed spontaneous data of Beijing corpus (T. Z. Tardif, 1993) and 
Zhou2 corpus (Zhou, 2009) in CHILDES. These two corpora include child data from 
                                                 
4 In sentence “wán zài yīqǐ(play together)”, “zài yīqǐ”(together)” is an adverb rather than a 
PP. It is non-target to say “wán zài zhèlǐ”(play here). 
5 shuì (sleep) as a posture verb allows post-verbal zài-PPs; however shuìjiào(sleep-sleep) is 
verb compound, which does not allow post-verbal zài-PPs (C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981). 
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1;9 to 6:0. The authors extracted all utterances containing locative zài-PPs in the two 
corpora. The children were divided into three age groups, and their utterances with 
zài-PPs were classified into zài used without verb, zài-V, V-zài and others. The 
findings showed that the zài-PPs produced by the 149 children between 1;9 to 6;0 
were all target forms. In other words, children younger or older consistently used 
correct word order of zài-PPs. The following table shows the quantity of children’s 
and adults’utterrances in relation to a particular type of zài-PP. 
 
Table 5.3 Distribution of zài in child and adult utterances, adopted from Deng and Yip 
(2015, p. 1097) 
 1;9-2;3 
No. (%) 
3;0-4;6 
No. (%) 
5;0-6;0 
No. (%) 
Adults 
No. (%) 
Without verb 95 (83%) 72 (57%) 71 (53%) 386 (50%) 
zài-V 10 (9%) 22 (17%) 32 (24%) 247 (32%) 
V-zài 10 (9%) 31 (25%) 29 (23%) 120 (16%) 
Others                 1(1%) 1(1%) 16 (2%) 
No. of utterances             115   126   133             769 
 
The table above shows that more than half of locative phrases headed by zài fall into 
zài used without a verb, younger children in particular. Children of all age groups 
used around an equal frequency of pre-verbal zài and post-verbal zài. Children’s use 
of zài with verbs does not correspond to adults’ input that use twice as much as pre-
verbal zài than post-verbal zài. This input-output asymmetry reflects that input 
frequency alone is not sufficient to explain this phenomenon. 
    
Deng and Yip (2015) also analysed the verbs, which take post-verbal zài-PPs in the 
two corpora. The types of verbs used by children showed a developmental 
pattern.Two-year-olds only used placement verbs, posture verbs and displacement 
verbs, while children older than three used two or three more types including manner-
of-motion, combining and others. Similarly to children, the most frequently used 
verbs by adults were placement and posture verbs, which made up nearly 80%. Other 
types of verbs appeared in the input but were rather sparse; however, children 
produced these verbs with correct word order of zài-PPs although the input frequency 
was very low. The authors suggest the reason for this is the combinational roles 
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played by inherent principles children are born with and input available in child 
language acquisition. 
 
The Chinese monolingual children’s acquisition of locative PPs headed by zài/hai 
have been reviewed above, including studies on Mandarin-speaking children (Deng, 
2014; Deng & Yip, 2015; Hsieh, 2010; Ping Li, 1990; Y. Zhang & Guo, 2014) and 
Cantonese-speaking children (Cheung, 1991; Yip & Matthews, 2007). Two studies 
adopt experimental elicitation tasks (Cheung, 1991; Ping Li, 1990), while others are 
corpus studies (Deng, 2014; Deng & Yip, 2015; Hsieh, 2010; Yip & Matthews, 2007; 
Y. Zhang & Guo, 2014) (Hsieh ,2010; Deng, 2014; Zhang and Guo, 2014; Deng and 
Yip, 2015; Yip and Matthews, 2007). First, previous studies generally show that 
Chinese monolingual children were error-free in placing the zài/hai2 PPs at the 
correct word order despite the inconsistent cues from the input6. Younger children 
used more zài-PPs without a verb; however, as soon as they used zài with verbs, they 
used zài-V and V-zài constructions of similar frequency.  
5.2.2  Cantonese-English Bilingual Children’s Acquisition 
Both English and Chinese feature topic locative PPs, which are placed before the 
subject. However, the two languages are contrastive in the placement of locative PPs 
when verbs are involved. Locative PPs in English can be only placed after the verb as 
in (14), but not before the verb as in (15). 
    (14)  Miranda learns Chinese [at Sunday school]. 
    (15) *Miranda [at Sunday school] learns Chinese. 
 
In contrast, Chinese (Mandarin and Cantonese) locative PPs may appear only in 
preverbal position or both preverbal and postverbal positions, depending on the types 
of verb concerned as we have reviewed in section 5.2. 
                                                 
6 The study in Hsieh (2010) showed a different picture in which the child placed zài-PPs after verbs 
that are not able to take postverbal zài-PPs. We doubt this child’s production might be influenced from 
English as such non-target word order was hardly found among Beijing children. Cantonese speaking 
children in Cheung (1991) also produced non-target word order of hai2-PPs, especially two-year-olds. 
We guess the non-target sentences may be caused by cognitive load of the experiment, as non-target 
hai2-PPs were absent in the corpus of Cantonese children (Yip and Matthews, 2007). 
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How do Chinese-English bilingual children acquire the locative PPs? Yip and 
Matthews (2007) made a comparative study between Cantonese-English bilingual 
children and Cantonese monolingual speaking children. The study was based on the 
Hong Kong Bilingual Child Language Corpus (Yip & Matthews, 2007) and the Hong 
Kong Cantonese Child Language Corpus (Lee & Wong, 1998). There were also diary 
data for bilingual children’s corpus. Quantitative and qualitative analysis showed that 
bilingual children’s patterns of PPs placement differ from their monolingual peers. 
First, bilingual children used significantly more postverbal PPs than monolinguals. 
 
Table 5.4 Placement of Cantonese locative PPs in six bilingual and six monolingual 
children, adopted from Yip and Matthews (2007, p195) 
 Bilingual (n=6) Monolingual (n=6) 
PP V 101 25 
V PP 204 28 
%V PP 67% 53% 
 
Second, bilingual children produced non-target [V PP] sentences while monolinguals’ 
[V PP] sentences were all well formed.  
 
Table 5.5 Non-target placement of Cantonese locative PPs with hai2 ‘at’ in six 
bilingual children, adopted from Yip and Matthews (2007, p196) 
 Timmy Sophie Alicia Llywelyn Kathryn Charlotte Total 
Non-target [V PP] 7 2 8 6 1 0 24 
All  [V PP] 79 15 52 27 29 2 204 
% non-target 8.9% 13.3% 15.4% 22.2% 3.4% N/A 11.8% 
 
Yip and Matthews (Yip & Matthews, 2007, pp. 198-199) interpret the results in terms 
of structural overlap, input ambiguity and word order universals. The structural 
overlap, co-existence of [V PP] in Cantonese and English, and the ambiguity of 
Cantonese input work together to lead the bilingual children’s preference of 
postverbal PPs and productions of non-target placement of PPs. For word order 
universals, [PP V] order is a rarity among SVO languages. [PP V] word order in SVO 
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languages is a venerable domain to be influenced while bilingual children  
simultaneously acquire another language, which has [V PP] order. 
 
Locative PPs headed by hai2 was one of a few domains where the dominant language 
Cantonese showed influence from non-dominant language English in Yip and 
Matthews’ (2007) study.  
 
Inspired by Yip and Matthews (2007), this research intends to investigate the 
acquisition of Mandarin locative PPs with zài by seven English-Mandarin bilingual 
children whose dominant language is English. These children’s bilingual input 
conditions belong to one environment one language pattern where they are exposed to 
English at home and Mandarin at school (Qi, 2011).  
 
To study these bilingual children’s acquisition of locative PPs headed by zài, the 
monolingual classmates could ideally serve as controls, and teachers’ utterances serve 
for input analysis. 
 
5.3  Research Questions 
The following research questions are investigated: 
Q1. Do bilingual children show a different pattern of development of locative PPs 
with zài as their monolingual peers? 
     (a) Do bilingual children produce significantly different proportions of [V zài-
PP] and [zài-PP V] order in Mandarin from monolingual peers?  
     (b) Do bilingual children show syntactic errors of non-target [V PP] in 
Mandarin while their monolingual peers normally do not? 
Q2. Do bilingual children with different input conditions show different patterns of 
zài-PP acquisition? 
Q3. What role does the teacher’s input (i.e., their production of zài-PP) play in 
bilingual children’s acquisition of locative zài-PP syntactic order? 
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5.4  Results 
5.4.1  Bilingual Children’s Productions 
In this section, bilingual children’s productions of zài-PPs will be presented. First, the 
distribution of zài-PPs are listed in order to gain a quantitative understanding This is 
followed by a cohort of examples, which show bilingual children’s productions of 
each type of zài-PPs. 
 
Table 5.6 Distribution of zài-PPs in bilingual children’s productions 
Child Grade/Class Without verb PP V V PP Others Tokens 
ZH 1 star   1  1 
HJ 1 star 5  4  9 
EZ 1 star 3 1 21 1 26 
JD 2 moon 7  1  8 
HW 2 moon 6 1 8  15 
ML 3 sun 14 3 6  23 
Total  35(42.7%) 5(6.1%) 41(50.0%) 1(1.2%) 82 
 
The table above shows the distribution of zài-PPs in bilingual children’s utterances. 
There are altogether 82 tokens of zài-PPs found in their productions. Post-verbal zài-
PPs make up more than half of the total for the six bilingual children7. One child EZ 
produced 21 post-verbal zài-PPs out of all 26 tokens. The second most predominant 
use of zài went without a verb, which makes up 42.7%. Only four tokens of preverbal 
zài-PPs were found in bilingual children’s utterances, which only constitutes of about 
6.1% of the total.  
 
zài used without a verb  
The following examples show bilingual children’s use of zài without a verb, the 
verbal use of zài.  
（1） EZ: 我 在 这儿。  
                   wǒ  zài zhèr  
                   I      at     here 
                   ‘I’m here.’ 
                                                 
7 XM did not produce any zài-PPs. 
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It is common for a child to say wǒ  zài  zhèr/ zhèli ‘I’m here’ when they are playing 
some games or when teachers ask where they are, such as in (1). 
 
（2） JD: 在 这儿 和 在 那 儿。 
                   zài  zhèr  hé  zài nàr  
                   at     here and at  there 
                  ‘Here and there.’  
 
Zài-PPs also often appear in sentences where the subjects are dropped and known 
from the context such as in (2). In (2), JD used a compound construction to express 
two different locations where she fell. 
 
（3） HJ: 没 在 书包 里。  
               méi  zài  shūbāo lǐ 
               not   at    school-bag      inside 
               ‘Not in the school bag.’ 
 
（4） ML: 现在 你们 都 不 能 在 这里。 
                xiànzài  nǐmen  dōu  bú  néng  zài zhèli  
                now you both not can at  here 
                ‘Now both of you cannot be here.’ 
                          
（5） ML: 因为 月亮班 的 老师 今天 不 在 这里。 
                      yīnwéi  yuèliàngbān  de  lǎoshī  jīntiān  bú zài zhèli 
                     because  moon class DE teacher today not at  here 
                     ‘Because the teacher of moon class is not here today.’ 
 
Zài-PPs are often found after the negation words bú ‘not’ and méi ‘not’ like in (3), (4) 
and (5). 
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（6） HJ: 我的 在 哪里?  
                   wǒde  zài nǎlǐ  
                    mine  at    where 
                  ‘Where is mine?’  
 
In (6), nǎlǐ ‘where’ is a question word placed after zài, which is to inquire about a 
location. 
 
（7） ML: 但是 为啥 她 今天 不 在?  
                       dànshì  wéishá  tā  jīntiān  bú  zài 
                      but  why she  today not at 
                     ‘But why is she not here today?’   
 
It is also found that bilingual children produced zài-PPs when the location word is 
omitted such as in (7). ML asked one teacher why another teacher was not at school 
that day. The location word xuéxiào ‘school’ was omitted, as it was known from the 
context.  
 
（8） ML: 就 在 这 里边 呢。 
                      jiù  zài  zhè  lǐbiān  ne  
                      just at  this inside SFP 
                                 ‘Just inside of it.’    
 
（9） ML: 我们 都 是 在 这 个 小区 的。  
                      wǒmen  dōu  shì  zài  zhè  gè  xiǎoqū  de 
                      we  both  be  at  this  CL community DE 
                      ‘We are both in this community    
 
（10） ML: 这 两 个 是 在 这里 的。 
                     zhè  liǎng  gè  shì  zài  zhèli  de 
                     this  two     CL be  at    here  DE 
                    ‘These two are actually here. 
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ML also produced zài-PPs in emphatic constructions like “jiù zài-PPs’ in (8) and 
“shì…de” in (9) and (10). 
 
Preverbal zài-PPs 
Preverbal zài-PPs denote the location of an action. Preverbal zài-PPs are quite rare 
occurrences in bilingual children’s productions. The following four utterances show 
all preverbal zài-PPs produced by them. 
    
（11） EZ: 在 那儿 上 学校。 
                    zài  nàr  shàng  xuéxiào 
                     at  there go school 
                 ‘Go to school there.’  (Have class over there) 
 
In (11), EZ responds to WH’s question concerning where EZ’s sister was. His sister 
was actually having an outdoor class in another corner of the playground. The phrase 
shàng  xuéxiào ‘go to school’ is not appropriate to describe the situation of his sister 
taking a class. It seems that the child overgeneralised shàng  xuéxiào ‘go to school’ to 
shàngkè ‘having class'. This is the only preverbal utterance EZ produced. 
 
（12） HW: 在 这儿 卡。 
                      zài  zhèr  kǎ  
                      at  here fasten 
                      ‘Fasten here.’ 
In (12), HW took some parts of a toy and told WH where the parts can be fastened to 
connect.  
  
（13） ML: 他 在 家里 上学。 
                       tā  zài  jiālǐ  shàngxué  
                       he  at  home go to school 
                       ‘He does home schooling.’ 
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（14） ML: 老师, 可是 我们 在 家里 没 有 那 个。 
                       lǎoshī , kěshì  wǒmen  zài  jiāli  méi  yǒu  nà  ge 
                       teacher but  we  at home  not have that CL 
                       ‘Teacher, but we don’t have that at home.’ 
 
In (13), ML was responding to WH’s question : LY8 zài nǎer shàng xué ‘where does 
LY study?’ 
 
We may doubt that ML’s answer with a preverbal zài-PP just copied the same 
structure of the question. But for her utterance (14), previous utterances by teachers 
did not contain any zài-PPs. 
                 
Postverbal zài-PPs (target)   
Postverbal zài-PPs make up more than 50% of all zài-PPs produced by bilingual 
children. The following utterances are target sentences with postverbal zài-PPs. 
Unlike preverbal zài-PPs, which show the location of the action, postverbal zài-PPs 
usually denote the result or goal of action demonstrated by the verb. 
（15） HJ: 是 要 放 在 这里 吗?  
                    shì  yào  fàng  zài  zhèli  ma 
                    be    should put at   here   QP 
                    ‘Should it be put here? 
 
（16） EZ: 可以 画 在 这儿, 可以!  
                     kěyǐ  huà  zài  zhèr, kěyǐ  
                      can   draw at  here   can 
                    ‘I can draw it here, yes.’  
    
（17） ML: 我 放 在 这里 最 好 啦。 
                     wǒ  fàng  zài  zhèli  zuì  hǎo  lā 
                     I  put at  here  most good SFP 
                                                 
8 ML’s older brother. 
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                     ‘It is best that I put it here.’ 
 
In sentences (15) to (17), verbs placed before zài-PPs are placement verbs of which 
fàng ‘put’ occurred the most frequent in their target postverbal zài-PP utterances. The 
bilingual children were not found to put zài-PPs before placement verbs, which allow 
both preverbal and postverbal zài-PPs.  
（18） EZ: don't 坐 在 这儿。 
                     don't zuò  zài  zhèr  
                     don’t sit  at here 
                     ‘Don’t sit here.’ 
      
（19） EZ: 我 坐 在 这儿 看。 
                    wǒ  zuò  zài  zhèr  kàn 
                     I  sit  at here watch 
                    ‘I’m watching it by sitting here.’  
 
（20） ML: 是 说 我们 坐 在 这儿。 
                     shì  shuō  wǒmen  zuò  zài  zhèr 
                     be say  we  sit   at   here 
                      ‘We are told to sit here.’ 
 
Another type of verb, which allows postverbal zài-PPs are posture verbs such as zuò 
‘sit’. In (18), EZ code-mixed English words “don’t” into the Mandarin sentence even 
though he was talking to a monolingual-speaking child who was intending to sit next 
to him. Then he explained that it was her sister’s seat. Sentence (19) is quite typical as 
zài-PP is placed between two verbs. The zài-PP zài zhèr ‘here’ functions as the goal of 
the verb zuò ‘sit’, and at the same time denotes the location of the action kàn ‘watch’. 
In (20), ML used a zài-PP in an object clause to explain teacher’s instructions to other 
children. 
 
（21） ZH: *老师, 老师, 掉 在 地 上。  
                      lǎoshī , lǎoshī , diào  zài  dì  shàng 
                      teacher  teacher drop  at  ground top 
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                     ‘Teacher, teacher, it dropped on the ground.’ 
  
（22） ML: 掉 在 这里 了。  
                     diào  zài  zhèli  le 
                     fall  at  here  LE 
                     ‘It dropped here.’  
 
Displacement verbs like diào ‘fall/drop’ also appear in bilingual children’s postverbal 
zài-PPs such as in (21) and (22). In (21), ZH tells his teacher that something dropped 
on the ground. The absence of le9 at the end makes this sentence non-target. 
5.4.2  Monolingual Children’s Productions 
This section describes monolingual children’s productions of zài-PPs in the corpus. 
The distribution of zài-PPs will be presented in a table, followed by listing examples 
of each type of zài-PPs. 
Table 5.7 Distribution of zài-PPs in Monolingual children’s productions 
Child Grade/Class PP without verb PP V V PP Others Tokens 
RR 1 star 2 2 2  6 
NN 1 star 3 1  2 6 
MM 1 star 4    4 
JJ 1 star 2 1   3 
XY 1 star   2  2 
QM 1 star 1  1  2 
ZL 2 moon 2 2 2  6 
ZR 2 moon 2    2 
QN 2 moon  1   1 
SN 3 sun 3 4 1  8 
TT 3 sun 4 1 2  7 
LL 3 sun 2  3  5 
Total  25(48.1%) 12(23.1%) 13(25.0%) 2(3.8%) 52 
 
The table above shows the distribution of zài-PPs produced by 12 Mandarin 
monolingual children. Among the 52 tokens of zài-PPs produced, 2 were used as at 
the end of the sentence for additional information, which belongs to right 
                                                 
9 le signals the perfective state of an action 
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dislocation10. Among the other 50 tokens, half occurred without a verb, and the other 
half used verbs. They produced a similar number of utterances with preverbal zài-PPs 
(12) and postverbal zài-PPs (13). It is also found that all zài-PPs produced by these 
monolingual children are placed in the target positions. 
 
Zài used without a verb 
Zài-PPs denote locations of some place, some person or some thing when they are 
used without a verb. In one class, children learned to talk about their own home, 
including the location of home such as (23) and other information. They also knew 
how to ask the location of something using zài nǎr/nǎli ‘where’ like (24). Monolingual 
children were also found to omit the location word appropriately such as in (25) 
where the location information is known in the context. A zài-PP can occur 
independently as an answer to a question asking for a location or location of doing 
something, such as in (26). In this utterance, TT also used an emphatic word jiù 
before the zài-PP to confirm his answer. 
        
（23） JJ: 我 的 家 在 明德门。 
                              wǒde  jiā  zài míngdémén  
                              my     home at  Mingdemen 
                             ‘My home is at Mingdemen.’     
    
（24） ZR: 我 的 绿色 笔 在 哪儿? 
                              wǒde  lǜsè  bǐ  zài nǎr 
                              my  green pen at where 
                              ‘Where is my green pen?’ 
                                  
（25） SN: 我 明天 不 在。  
                               wǒ  míngtiān  bú zài 
                                I  tomorrow not at 
                                ‘I will not be here tomorrow.’  
 
                                                 
10 Right dislocation is only identified when there is clear pause existing before the phrase. 
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（26） TT: 就 在 西安 , 在 那 边。 
                              jiù  zài  Xī’ān  , zài  nà  biān 
                              just at    Xi’an at that side 
                             ‘Just in Xi’an, over there.’     
 
Preverbal zài-PPs 
Sentences (27) to (33) represent some examples of preverbal zài-PPs produced by the 
monolingual children. The verbs used in sentences (27) to (30), including kàn ‘see’, 
hē ‘drink’, wánr ‘play’, shuō ‘speak’, only allow preverbal zài-PPs. 
 
（27） RR: 老师, 我 在 书 里 看 到 一 个 超级 摩托车。  
                               lǎoshī , wǒ zài shū lǐ kàn dào yī gè chāojí mótuōchē 
                               teacher  I  at book inside see RVC one CL super motorbike 
                               ‘Teacher, I have seen a super motorbike in a book.’  
   
（28） NN: 我 小 一点, 我 都 在 妈妈 肚子 里 喝 奶。 
                               wǒ  xiǎo  yīdiǎn , wǒ  dōu  zài  māma  dùzi  lǐ         hē  nǎi 
                                 I  small a little I  even at Mum belly inside drink milk 
                                 ‘I drank milk in my Mum’s belly when I was small.’  
   
（29） SN: 我 告诉 你, 在 外面 玩儿 是 这 样子 的。 
                              wǒ  gàosù  nǐ , zài  wàimiàn  wánr  shì  zhè  yàngzi  de  
                              I   tell you at outside play be this appearance DE 
                              ‘I tell you that playing outside is like this.’ 
 
（30） ZL: 我 妈妈 在 家里 跟 ML 说 英语。 
                              wǒ  māma zài  jiāli  gēn  ML shuō  yīngyǔ 
                               my  mum at   home with  ML  speak English 
                               ‘My mum speaks English with ML at home.’ 
 
Monolingual children were also found to place zài-PPs before verbs, which allow 
both preverbal and postverbal positions of zài-PPs. The following three sentences 
154 
 
express exactly what the child would like. Using postverbal zài-PPs would alter their 
intentional meaning or make the structure more complex.  
 
（31） ZL: 你 在 外边 住 吗? 
                               nǐ  zài  wàibiān  zhù  ma 
                               you at outside   live   QP 
                              ‘Do you live outside?’ 
 
In (31), what ZL means is why her friend did not come to the house they made. 
Changing into postverbal position zhù zài  wàibiān ‘like outside’ would weaken this 
pragmatic intention.  
 
（32） JJ: 老师, 我 还 想 在 这边 粘 一 片。 
                             lǎoshī , wǒ  hái  xiǎng  zài  zhè biān  zhān  yī  piàn   
                             teacher  I  also want at this side  stick one piece. 
                            ‘Teacher, I also want to stick one piece on this side.’  
 
Changing the zài-PP into postverbal position from (32) involves adding BA to keep 
zài following the verb and the object at the appropriate place, “wǒ  hái  xiǎng BA  yī  
piàn  zhān  zài zhè biān” . Both “zhān  yī  piàn  zài  zhè biān” and “ zhān  zài  zhè 
biān yī  piàn” are non-target as postverbal zài must immediately follow the verb (Li 
and Thompson, 1981) and the object has to be adjacent to the verb. 
        
（33） QN: 老师, 老师, 她 在 我 的 脖子 上 画。 
                                lǎoshī , lǎoshī , tā  zài  wǒde  bózi  shàng  huà  
                                teacher teacher  she at  my      neck top      draw  
                                ‘Teacher, teacher, she is drawing on my neck.’ 
 
For sentence (33), the child QN reports to the teacher that another child was drawing 
on his neck at the time of his talking. Zài here serves as both a preposition and a 
progressive marker to denote this action is ongoing. Changing the zài-PP into 
postverbal position would require adding the perfective marker le to make the 
155 
 
meaning into a resultative state of this action, tā  huà zài  wǒde  bózi  shàng  le ‘she 
has drawn on my neck’.    
         
Postverbal zài-PPs 
Monolingual children only place zài-PPs after verbs that allow postverbal order. 
Postverbal zài-PPs often denote the goal or result of an action. In (34) and (35), the 
children suggest the location where the princess is when he was playing with ML. 
Sentence (36) was LL’s answer to his teacher’s question as to what to do when an 
earthquake happens. Zài-PPs in the three sentences all denote the goals of the actions. 
Not all postverbal zài-PPs denote goal or result of the verb. For example, in (37), SN 
describes the location where her family lives. 
    
（34） RR: 公主 放 在 这儿 吧。 
                              gōngzhǔ  fàng  zài  zhèr  ba 
                              princess   put   at  here  SFP 
                              ‘Princess put here’ 
 
（35） LL: 我 把 这 个 放 在 这儿 就 好 了。 
                              wǒ  bǎ  zhè  ge  fàng  zài  zhèr  jiù        hǎo  le  
                              I  BA this CL put at here would good LE 
                              ‘It would be good if I put it here.’ 
    
（36） LL: 躲 在 桌子 底下。 
                             duǒ  zài  zhuōzi dǐxià 
                              hide at desk  down 
                              ‘Hide under the desk.’ 
 
（37） SN: 我 住 在 四 层。    
                             wǒ  zhù  zài  sì  céng 
                              I   live at four floor 
                              ‘I live on the fourth floor.’ 
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5.4.3  Teachers’ Productions 
In this section, we will observe the distribution of teachers’ productions of zài-PPs. 
Teachers’ speech makes up about 70% of the utterances in the corpus, as most 
recordings were made at the school where teachers taught and guided children in class 
and other activities.   
 
Table 5.8 Distribution of zài-PPs in teachers’ productions 
Teacher PP without verb 
NO. (%) 
PP V 
NO. (%) 
V PP 
NO. (%) 
Others 
NO. (%) 
Total 
TD 77(33.0%) 30(12.9%) 121(52.0%) 5(2.1%) 233 
WH 30(23.3%) 49(37.0%) 42(32.5%) 8(6.2%) 129 
TL 8(18.6%) 16(37.2%) 18(41.9%) 1(2.3%) 43 
TJ 5(19.2%) 8(30.8%) 11(42.3%) 2(7.7%) 26 
TW 3(21.4%) 3(21.4%) 8(57.2%)  14 
Total 123(27.7%) 106(23.8%) 200(44.9%) 16(3.6%) 445 
 
The table above shows the number of tokens and percentage of different types of zài-
PPs produced by five teachers in the corpus. There are altogether 445 tokens of zài-
PPs found. Postverbal zài-PPs (V PP) are the most frequent occurrences, making up 
44.9% of the total. This is followed by zài-PPs used without verb and preverbal use of 
zài-PPs, which make up 27.7% and 23.8% respectively. Teachers sometimes use zài-
PPs as topics and in correct dislocation, which constitute 3.6%. TD and TW, who 
taught younger children, uses more (in percentage) postverbal zài-PPs and less (in 
percentage) preverbal zài-PPs than other teachers. 
 
Zài used without a verb 
It is found that the use of zài without a verb by teachers mainly appear in questions 
such as (38) and (39) and statements informing children of the location of something 
such as in (40). 
 
（38）  TD: 你 家 在 哪儿 ? 
                    nǐ     jiā    zài nǎr 
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                    you  home at where 
                   ‘Where is your home?’ 
 
（39） TD: 在 不 在 你的 书包 里 ? 
                   zài  bú  zài  nǐde  shūbāo  lǐ 
                   at    not  at  your  schoolbag inside 
                  ‘Is it in your schoolbag?’ 
（40） TJ: 在 书 上 二十 八 页。 
                   zài  shū  shàng  èrshíbā  yè 
                   at  book top  twenty-eight  page 
                   ‘On page twenty-eight of your book.’ 
 
Preverbal zài-PPs 
Preverbal zài-PPs occur with 40 different verbs (see table 5.7), including verbs that 
only allow preverbal zài-PPs and those that allow two options. Verbs shuō ‘speak’ in 
(41) and chī ‘eat’ (41) only allow preverbal zài-PPs, while huà ‘draw’ in (43) and 
zhàn ‘stand’ (44) also allow postverbal zài-PPs. 
 
（41） TD: 我们 在 这里 都 说 汉语， 好 吗? 
                   wǒmen  zài  zhèli  dōu  shuō  hànyǔ  hǎo  ma 
                        we at here all speak Chinese good  QP 
                       ‘We all speak Chinese here, okay?’ 
 
（42） TJ: 月亮班 在 里边 吃 东西。 
                  yuèliangbān  zài  lǐbiān  chī  dōngxi 
                  Moon class at inside  eat  things 
                 ‘Moon class eat snacks inside.’ 
 
（43） TL: 现在 老师 在 黑板 上 画。 
                   xiànzài  lǎoshī  zài  hēibǎn shàng  huà 
                    now   teacher at  blackboard  top  draw 
                   ‘Now the teacher is drawing on the blackboard.’ 
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（44） TJ: 为啥 在 这儿 站 着? 
                  wéishá  zài  zhèr  zhàn  zhe 
                  why at  here stand  DUR 
                ‘Why standing here?’ 
 
Postverbal zài-PPs 
Postverbal zài-PPs are the most frequent word order of zài-PPs used by teachers. 
Teachers used postverbal zài-PPs to give various orders and instructions such as 
putting something somewhere (45), standing or sitting somewhere (46), writing and 
drawing on some place (47). These uses reflect the function of postverbal zài-PP: the 
goal or result of an action. 
 
（45） TD: 把 它 放 在 地 上。 
                    bǎ  tā  fàng  zài  dì shàng   
                    BA it put at ground top 
                    ‘Put it on the ground.’ 
 
（46） TD: 去 站 在 他的 旁边。 
                    qù  zhàn  zài  tāde pángbiān   
                    go  stand at  his  side 
                    ‘Go and stand on his side.’ 
 
（47） TL:你们 可以 把 你们 看 到 的 画 在 纸 上。 
                  nǐmen  kěyǐ  bǎ  nǐmen  kàn  dào  de  huà  zài  zhǐ  shàng 
                  you   can    BA  you   see   RVC DE draw at paper top 
                  ‘You can draw what you have seen on the paper. 
 
Right-dislocated and Topic zài-PPs 
Five tokens of zài-PPs produced by teachers are right-dislocated use, which means 
adding a zài-PP at the end of the sentence to make up the information of a location, 
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such as in (48). There are also 11 tokens of zài-PPs used as a topic such as in sentence 
(49). 
 
（48） TD: 先 画 一 个 圆圆的 头, 在 你 的 纸 上。 
                    xiān  huà  yī  gè  yuányuánde  tóu , zài  nǐde  zhǐ  shàng 
                   first   draw one CL round head at your paper top 
                   ‘First draw a round head, on your paper.’ 
 
（49） TJ: 在 楼道 要 安静。 
                  zài  lóudào  yào  ānjìng 
                  at   corridor  should quiet 
                 ‘Be quiet at corridor.’  
5.4.4  Non-target V PP Sentences 
In this section, bilingual children’s non-target postverbal zài-PP sentences will be 
presented, first quantitatively and then qualitatively. 
 
Table 5.9 Non-target placement of zài-PPs in bilingual children’s productions 
Child V PP Non-target V PP % non-target 
ZH 1 0 n/a 
HJ 4 1 25.0% 
EZ 21 9 42.9% 
HW 8 6 75.0% 
JD 1 1 n/a 
ML 6 3 50.0% 
Total 41 20 48.8% 
  
This table shows the number of postverbal zài-PPs produced by six bilingual children 
and the number and percentage of non-target placement of zài-PPs by them. As table 
5.1 has shown, 41 (out of 81) zài-PPs were placed after verbs. Among the 41 
occurrences, 20 are non-target placements, which means nearly half of postverbal zài-
PPs were placed in non-target word orders. The following sentences are some 
examples of bilingual children’s non-target placement of zài-PPs. 
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（50） HJ: *有 笔 在 里面 吗? 
                  yǒu  bǐ  zài  lǐmiàn  ma 
                  exist pen at inside QP 
                  ‘Is there a pen inside?’ 
 
（51） JD: *也 有 在 这儿。 
                   yě  yǒu  zài  zhèr 
                   also exist at here 
                   ‘There is also some here.’ 
 
（52） HW: *我 没 有 口袋 在 这儿。  
                    wǒ  méi  yǒu  kǒudài  zài  zhèr  
                     I  not have pocket at here 
                                ‘I don’t have a pocket here.’ 
 
（53） HW: *但是 我 没 有 沙琪玛11 在 我 的 家里。  
                     dànshì  wǒ  méi  yǒu  shāqímǎ  zài  wǒde  jiāli 
                     but  I  not have shaqima at my home 
                     ‘But I don’t have shaqima at home.’ 
 
Sentences (50) and (53) contain an existential verb yǒu ‘exist’. These are actually 
existential sentences describing where something has been put or placed (Li & 
Thompson, 1981, p510). Li & Thompson (1981, P510) considered that this pattern of 
sentences is one of the forms of an existential sentence, that is existential verb + 
presented noun phrase + zài ‘at’ +location. However, we regard this pattern as a non-
target form. Sentences in this pattern have also been judged non-target forms by 
several native speakers of Mandarin in Mainland China12. The target form should be 
location + existential verb + noun phrase. The target sentences should be:  “lǐmiàn yǒu  
bǐ  ma?” for (50), “zhèr yě  yǒu.” for (51), “wǒ  zhèr  méi  yǒu  kǒudài” for (52), 
                                                 
11 Shaqima is a Chinese pastry snack. 
12 Personal Wechat communication on 27 July 2016. 
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“dànshì  wǒde  jiāli méi  yǒu  shāqímǎ” for (53). Even the preposition zài ‘at’ is 
redundant if placed before the location.  
 
（54） HJ: *我 过 生日 在 外面。 
                   wǒ  guò           shēngrì  zài  wàimiàn 
                   I celebrate birthday at outside 
                   ‘I celebrated my birthday outside.’ 
 
（55） EZ:  *我 不 吃 在 这儿。 
                          wǒ  bú  chī  zài  zhèr 
                           I  not eat at here 
                           ‘I don’t eat here.’ 
    
（56） EZ: *我 吃 在 我的 家。 
                   wǒ  chī  zài  wǒde  jiā 
                    I  eat  at my home 
                    ‘I eat at home.’ 
 
Bilingual children were found to place zài-PPs after verbs that only take preceding 
zài-PPs such as chī ‘eat’. In (54), HJ talks about celebrating his birthday outside not at 
home. Sentences (55) and (56) are EZ’s answer to WH’s question “ nǐ zài zhè ér chī 
fàn ma?” ‘do you eat here?’. The child produced non-target word order even though 
the teacher used the target ones.  
   
（57） HW: *我 不 放假 在 星期五。  
                     wǒ  bú  fàngjiǎ zài  xīngqīwǔ  
                     I  not have a vacation at  Friday 
                     ‘I’m not on holiday at Friday.’ 
 
The verb fàngjiǎ ‘have a vacation’ is a verb+object compound, which does not allow a 
postverbal zài-PP. xīngqīwǔ ‘Friday’ should be either placed at the very beginning of 
the sentence xīngqīwǔ wǒ bú  fàngjiǎ or immediately after the subject wǒ xīngqīwǔ bú  
fàngjiǎ. Also, the preposition zài is not necessary. 
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（58） ML: *我 也 做 过 那 个 车子 在 我 家。 
                    wǒ  yě  zuò  guò  nà  ge  chēzi  zài  wǒ  jiā 
                    I   also make EXP that CL car  at  my  home 
                    ‘I also once made that car at my home.’ 
     
（59） ML:*可是 我 妈妈 不 要 我 说 英语 在 一 个 汉语 的 地方。 
          kěshì  wǒ  māma  bú  yào  wǒ  shuō  yīngyǔ  zài  yí  gè  hànyǔ  de  dìfāng 
       but  my mum not want me speak English at one CL Chinese DE place 
   ‘But my mum does not want me speak English at a Chinese-speaking place.’ 
 
The two sentences above by ML are judged non-target placements of zài-PPs. Moving 
the zài-PPs to positions immediately preceding the verbs would make the sentences 
target. 
 
（60） EZ: *老师, 我 要 放 这 个 在 哪儿?  
                    lǎoshī , wǒ  yào  fàng  zhè  ge  zài  nǎr 
                    teacher I should put this CL at where 
                    ‘Teacher, where should I put this?’ 
 
（61） ML: *还是 要 放 这 个 在 这儿。 
                     háishì  yào  fàng  zhè  ge  zài  zhèr 
                     still  should put this  ge  at  here 
                     ‘Still should put it here.’ 
 
Sentences (60) and (61) are non-target as zài-PPs should be placed immediately after 
the verbs. There are two ways to make the sentences target; one is to drop the object 
zhè  ge ‘this/it’ if it is known in context, and the other way is to use BA construction 
to put the object before the verb but after BA as  wǒ  yào  BA zhè  ge   fàng  zài  
nǎr?’where should I put this?’. 
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5.4.5  Verbs Used in Preverbal and Postverbal zài-PPs 
In this section, we will look at which verbs are used zài-PPs in productions of 
bilingual children, monolingual children and teachers respectively. All verbs can take 
postverbal zài-PPs, while verbs taking postverbal zài-PPs are restricted. Verb classes 
taking postverbal zài-PPs include placement verbs, posture verbs, displacement verbs, 
(dis)appearing verbs, manner-of-motion verbs and verbs of combining (Deng & Yip, 
2015; C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; Liu, 2009). 
 
Table 5.10 Verbs used in bilingual children’s zài-PP productions 
Child Grade/Class V in PP V V in V PP  
(target) 
V in V PP  
(non-target) 
ZH 1 star  diào ‘fall’(1)13  
HJ 1 star  fàng ‘put’  (2), yǒu ‘have’ (1),  
guò ‘celebrate’ (1) 
EZ 1 star shàngxué ‘go to 
school’(1) 
fàng ‘put’ (7),  
zuò ‘sit’ (4),  
huà ‘draw’ (1),  
zhǎng ‘grow’ (1) 
chī ‘eat’ (8), 
fàng ‘put’ (1) 
JD 2 moon   yǒu ‘have’(1) 
HW 2 moon kǎ ‘fasten’(1) zuò ‘sit’(2) fàngjià‘have a vacation’ (3),  
yǒu ‘have’ (3) 
ML 3 sun shàngxué ‘go to 
school’ (1),  
 yǒu ‘have’(1) 
chūshēng 
‘born’(1) 
fàng ‘put’ (1),  
zuò ‘sit’(1),  
diào ‘fall’(1) 
 
fàng ‘put’(1),  
shuō ‘talk’(1),  
zuò ‘do’ (1), 
Sum  shàngxué ‘go to 
school’ (2),  
kǎ‘fasten’ (1),  
yǒu ‘have’ (1) 
posture: 
 zuò ‘sit’ (7),  
placement:  
fàng ‘put’ (10),  
huà ‘draw’(1) 
displacement: 
diào ‘fall’ (2),  
(dis)appearing: 
zhǎng ‘grow’(1), 
chī ‘eat’ (8),  
yǒu ‘have’ (4),  
fàngjià ‘have a vacation’(3),  
fàng  ‘put’(2), 
guò ‘celebrate’(1),  
shuō ‘talk’(1),  
zuò ‘do’ (1) 
 
The table above shows the verbs used sentences with zài-PPs by six bilingual children. 
Bilingual children only sporadically place zài-PPs before verbs, as we can see there 
                                                 
13 Number in brackets means the token of the verb. 
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are only three different verbs used in [PP V] constructions. Verbs used in [V PP] 
constructions are used four times as much as verbs in [PP V]. Among the 12 verbs in 
[V PP] sentences, seven verbs used could not take postverbal zài-PPs. Verbs used in 
sentences with target postverbal zài-PPs include posture verbs, placement verbs, 
displacement verbs and one (dis)appearing verb. Bilingual children were not found to 
use these verbs(posture verbs, placement verbs, displacement verbs and 
(dis)appearing verbs) taking preverbal zài-PPs.  
 
Table 5.11 Verbs used in monolingual children’s zài-PP productions 
Child Grade/Class V in PP V V in V PP (target) 
RR 1 star kàn ‘watch’ (2), fàng ‘put’ (2) 
NN 1 star hē ‘drink’(2)  
JJ 1 star zhān ‘stick’ (1),  
XY 1 star  zhù ‘live’ (1)  
QM 1 star  shēng ‘born’ (1)  
ZL 2 moon zhù ‘live’(1), shuō ‘talk’(1) zuò ‘sit’ (1), fàng ‘put’ (1) 
QN 2 moon huà ‘draw’(1),  
SN 3 sun yǒu ‘have’(1)，wánr ‘play’ (3) zhù ‘live’ (1) 
TT 3 sun shuìjiào ‘sleep’ (1) fàng ‘put’ (2) 
LL 3 sun  fàng ‘put’ (2), duǒ ‘hide’ (1) 
 
 
Sum 
 wánr ‘play’ (3), kàn ‘watch’ (2),  
hē ‘drink’(2), zhān ‘stick’ (1),  
zhù ‘live’(1), shuō ‘talk’(1),  
huà ‘draw’(1), yǒu ‘have’(1),  
shuìjiào ‘sleep’ (1) 
posture: zhù ‘live’ (2),  
zuò ‘sit’(1), duǒ ‘hide’ (1),  
placement: fàng ‘put’ (8),  
(dis)appearing: shēng ‘born’ (1) 
 
The table above shows exact verbs and the tokens used by 10 monolingual children14 
in their utterances with zài-PPs. Twelve different verbs appear in their utterances with 
zài-PPs. Nine verbs were used in [PP V] constructions, and five verbs used in [V PP] 
constructions. One verb zhù ‘live’ occurs in both constructions. Two verbs zhān ‘stick’ 
and huà ‘draw’ were used in [PP V] construction although they can be used in [V PP] 
as well. The verb classes used in [V PP] include posture verbs, placement verbs and 
one (dis)appearing verb. No non-target forms were found among monolinguals. 
 
 
                                                 
14 Two monolingual children MM and ZR did not produce a zài-PP with verb. 
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Table 5.12 Verbs used in teachers’ zài-PP productions 
Teacher V in PP V V in V PP  
 
 
TD 
huà ‘draw’(8), wánr ‘play’ (4), zhǎo ‘find’ (4), 
tang ‘lie’ (2), zhù ‘live’ (1), xiě ‘write’ (1), hē 
‘drink’ (1), niào ‘piss’ (1), bāng ‘help’ (1), yǒu 
‘have’ (1), tú ‘color’ (1), kàn ‘watch’ (1), děng 
‘wait’(1), liáo ‘chat’ (1), shuō ‘talk’ (1), zǒu 
‘walk’ (1) 
zuò ‘sit’ (34), fàng ‘put’ (27), zhàn 
‘stand’ (32), huà ‘draw’ (12), zhù ‘live’ 
(4), mǎi ‘buy’(3), diào ‘fall’ (2), tiē 
‘stick’ (2), zǒu ‘walk’ (1),  zhǎng 
‘grow’ (2), zhē ‘cover’(1), hé 
‘combine’ (1) 
 
TJ 
zhǎo ‘find’ (2), chī ‘eat’ (1), dāi ‘stay’ (1), chā 
‘insert’ (1), fàng ‘put’(1), zhàn ‘stand’ (1), 
gāoxìng ‘happy’ (1) 
fàng ‘put’ (6), zuò ‘sit’ (3), zhàn 
‘stand’ (1), xiě  ‘write’(1) 
 
TL 
huà ‘draw’(6), zuò ‘sit’ (1), dòng ‘move’ (1), gàn 
‘do’ (1), máng ‘busy’ (1), niǔ ‘twist’(1), tú 
‘color’(1), pá ‘crawl’ (1), děng ‘wait’(1), jiǎng 
‘speak’(1), dú ‘read’ (1) 
zuò ‘sit’ (9), fàng ‘put’(3), zuò ‘sit’(2), 
tiē ‘stick’(2), huà ‘draw’ (1), ná ‘take’ 
(1) 
 
 
 
WH 
chī ‘eat’ (9), wánr ‘play’ (8), shuō ‘talk’ (6), 
shàngkè ‘have class’ (6), gàn ‘do’ (4), mǎi ‘buy’ 
(2), xué ‘learn’ (2), shàngxué ‘go-to-school’ (2), 
zuò ‘make’ (1), chūshēng ‘born’ (1), jiǎn ‘cut’ 
(1), hē ‘drink’ (1), huídàng ‘echo’ (1), ná ‘take’ 
(1), jiǎn ‘pick up’ (1), shuìjiào ‘sleep’ (1), jiǎng 
‘speak’ (1) 
zuò ‘sit’(16), zhù ‘live’(8), zhàn 
‘stand’ (6), fàng ‘put’ (4), shuāi ‘throw’ 
(2), dāi ‘stay’ (2), duì ‘match’ (1), chā 
‘insert’(1), sǎ ‘sprinke’ (1), zhǎng 
‘grow’ (1) 
 
TW 
chī ‘eat’ (1), wánr ‘play’ (1), zhàn ‘stand’ (1) zhàn ‘stand’ (3), dài ‘wear’ (1), 
 fàng ‘put’ (1), sheng ‘born’ (1), dǎng 
‘keep off’ (1), tang ‘lie’ (1)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sum 
huà 'draw’ (14), wánr ‘play’(13),  
shuō ‘talk’ (7),  zhǎo ‘find’ (6),  
shàngkè ‘have class’(6), gàn ‘do’(5),  
xué ‘learn’(2), shàngxué ‘go-to-school’(2),  
chī ‘eat’(2), tǎng ‘lie’ (2), mǎi ‘buy’ (2), 
děng ‘wait’ (2), tú ‘color’ (2), zuò ‘do’(2),  
jiǎng ‘speak’(2), zhù  ‘live’(1), xiě ‘write’(1),  
hē ‘drink’ (2), niào ‘piss’ (1), bāng ‘help’ (1),  
yǒu ‘have’(1), kàn ‘watch’ (1), liáo ‘chat’ (1), 
zǒu ‘walk’(1), dāi ‘wear’(1), chā ‘insert’(1), fàng 
‘put’ (1), zhàn ‘stand’ (1), dòng ‘move’ (1), 
máng ‘busy’ (1), niǔ ‘twist’ (1), pá ‘crawl’ (1), dú 
‘read’(1), chūshēng ‘born’(1), jiǎn ‘cut’(1), 
huídàng ‘echo’ (1), ná ‘take’ (1), jiǎn ‘pick 
up’(1), shuìjiào ‘sleep’ (1) 
posture: zuò ‘sit’ (62), zhàn ‘stand’ 
(42), tǎng ‘lie’ (1); 
placement: fàng ‘put’(41), huà ‘draw’ 
(13), zhù ‘live’ (12), tiē ‘attach’ (4), 
bǎi ‘display’ (3), dāi ‘stay’ (2), zuò ‘sit’ 
(2), dài ‘wear’ (1), zhē ‘cover’(1), xiě 
‘write’ (1), chā ‘insert’ (1), sǎ 
‘sprinkle’ (1), ná ‘take’ (1); 
displacement: diào ‘fall’ (2), shuāi 
‘throw’ (2); 
(dis)appearing: zhǎng ‘grow’ (3), 
dǎng ‘keep off’ (1), sheng ‘born’ (1); 
manner-of-motion:zǒu ‘walk’ (1) 
combining: duì ‘match’ (1), hé 
‘combine’ (1); 
 
From the table above, we can see which verbs appeared in five teachers’ utterances 
with zài-PPs. The number of different verbs used in [PP V] construction is 39 among 
the total 106 tokens. However, only 24 different verbs appear in [V PP] construction 
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although the total tokens are 200. Many verbs were used to take both preverbal zài-
PPs and postverbal zài-PPs. For example, huà ‘draw’, as a placement verb, takes 
preverbal zài-PPs 14 times, postverbal zài-PPs 13 times. For verb classes taking 
postverbal zài-PPs, posture verbs and displacement verbs are the majority. Other verb 
classes such as combining verbs, manner-of-motion verbs and disappearing verbs also 
appear in teachers’ productions.  
 
Table 5.13 Classification of verbs that take postverbal zài for children and adults 
Verb class Bilinguals 
      NO. (%) 
Monolinguals 
NO. (%) 
Teachers 
NO. (%) 
Placement  11 (52.4%)    8(61.5%) 83 (41.5%) 
Posture   7 (33.3%) 4(30.8%) 105 (52.5%) 
Displacement   2 (9.5%)  4 (2.0%) 
Manner-of-motion           1 (0.5%) 
Combining           2 (1.0%) 
(Dis)appearing        1(4.8%) 1 (7.7%)    5 (2.5%) 
Total         21           13          200 
 
Table 5.13 compares the use of different classes of verbs that take postverbal zài-PPs 
among bilingual children, monolingual children and teachers. Placement verbs were 
mainly used to take postverbal zài-PPs by children, 52.4% for bilinguals and 61.5% 
for monolinguals. However, teachers used more posture verbs (105tokens) than 
placement verbs (83 tokens). 
 
5.5  Discussion 
In this section, the results will be discussed in terms of the research questions asked 
involving the acquisition of zài-PPs. As reviewed in section 5.1, the complexity of 
zài-PP does not only lie in its word order options with certain verbs, [zài-PP V] and 
[V zài-PP], but also in the semantics of specific verbs, which allow two options or to 
restrict to one option only. This may pose challenges to bilingual children, as they 
hear both options in their Mandarin input, however, their other language-English only 
allows [V PP] word order. We will discuss bilingual children’s acquisition of 
Mandarin zài-PPs firstly, comparing the results with their monolingual peers, then 
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comparing the results among bilinguals themselves, and lastly, observing the role of 
teachers ‘input on their acquisition of Mandarin zài-PPs. These aspects will be 
discussed in the context of the previous literature on the acquisition of zài-PPs or 
hai2-PPs, and some interpretations of the results will be presented. 
5.5.1  Comparing Bilingual Children and Monolingual Children 
In this section, we will discuss whether bilingual children show the same pattern for 
the acquisition of zài-PPs as monolingual children. Two aspects will be the focus of 
this observation. First, we will see whether bilingual children produce significantly 
different proportions of postverbal zài-PPs than their monolingual peers.  
 
Table 5.14 Placement of Mandarin zài-PPs in bilingual and monolingual children 
 Bilinguals (n=6) Monolinguals (n=10) 
PP V 4 12 
V PP 41 13 
% V PP 91.1% 52.0% 
 
Table 5.14 shows the tokens of preverbal zài-PPs and postverbal zài-PPs produced by 
bilinguals and monolingual peers15. For monolinguals, preverbal and postverbal zài-
PPs seem to be equally divided. However, for bilinguals, preverbal zài-PPs are less 
than 10 percent of zài-PPs occurring with a verb. As for postverbal zài-PPs, bilinguals 
produced a significantly higher proportion (91.1%) than monolinguals (52.0%). This 
contrast demonstrates bilingual children’s strong preference for [V PP] order.  
 
Second, we will examine whether bilingual children show syntactic errors in 
producing on-target postverbal zài-PPs in Mandarin while monolinguals, according to 
previous studies, normally do not. Five bilingual children 16  produced non-target 
postverbal zài-PP Mandarin sentences (see table 5.4), ranging from 25.0% for HJ, 
                                                 
15 One bilingual child and two monolingual children did not produce any zài-PP preceding or after a 
verb. 
16 One child XM did not produce any token of zài-PP with verb, and the other child ZH only produced 
one token of postverbal zài-PP. 
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42.9% for EZ, 50.0% for ML, 75.0% for HW, 100% for JD. Overall, 48.8% of 
postverbal zài-PP utterances are judged as non-target. In contrast, non-target 
postverbal zài-PP sentences have not been found in monolingual children’s 
productions. Examples (50) to (61) are some typical non-target postverbal zài-PP 
sentences produced by bilingual children. 
 
The results of monolingual children’s use of postverbal zài-PPs are consistent with 
that of previous corpus studies (Deng, 2014; Deng & Yip, 2015; Yip & Matthews, 
2007; Y. Zhang & Guo, 2014). First, monolingual children’s placement of zài-PPs 
seems to be error free from the very beginning of emergence. Second, monolingual 
children use both preverbal and postverbal zài-PPs with approximately equal 
frequency, as shown in the following table.  
 
Table 5.15 Monolingual children’s ratio of using postverbal zài/hai2-PPs 
 This   
Study 
Deng&Yip 
（2015） 
Yip&Matthews       
（2007） 
Zhang&Guo  
(2014) 
PP V 12 64 25 60 
V PP 13 70 28 81 
% V PP 52.0% 52.2% 52.8% 57.4% 
 
The productions of non-target PP utterances by bilingual children in this study 
resemble the findings of non-target hai2-PPs in Yip and Matthews (2007) 
qualitatively. Bilingual children in this study placed zài-PPs after the verbs only 
taking preverbal zài-PPs like chī ‘eat’. They were also found to place zài-PPs in the 
position after object. Quantitatively, bilingual children in this study produced 
significantly higher proportions (48.8%) of non-target postverbal zài-PP sentences 
than Cantonese-English bilingual children’s non-target hai2-PP sentences (11.8%) in 
the study of Yip and Matthews (2007), as shown in the following figure.  
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Figure 5.1 Percentage of non-target V PP sentences in this study and in Yip and 
Matthews (2007) 
How to account for the different patterns of zài-PPs acquisition between bilinguals 
and monolinguals? Some may argue that the different patterns shown by bilingual 
children are a developmental issue, which may not be caused by transfer from 
bilingual children’s other language. If this argument stands, we would expect to find 
similar non-target zài-PP sentences in monolingual children’ productions and 
monolingual children’s preference to postverbal zài-PPs as well, especially among 
younger children. In studies of monolingual acquisition of zài-PPs (Deng & Yip, 2015; 
Y. Zhang & Guo, 2014), more than 80% of younger children’s (1;4-2;3) zài-PP 
sentences were used without a verb. But for children older than 3;0, this number 
dropped to less than 60%. However, in using zài-PP with a verb, younger children and 
older children showed the same pattern of equal preference of preverbal and 
postverbal zài-PPs (see table 2.2 and table 2.3). From the time of zài-PPs emergence, 
monolingual children place them in the target positions. In a word, even younger 
monolingual children’s developmental pattern does not resemble that of bilingual 
children. Therefore, the different patterns shown by bilingual children may reflect an 
interaction of their two languages in contact. This argument is in line with Yip and 
Matthews (2007) who posit that bilingual children’s preference for postverbal zài-PPs 
and production of non-target zài-PP word order show influences from their other 
language-English. The structural overlap of PP in the Mandarin and English opens the 
door for transfer. Non-target zài-PP sentences produced by bilingual children in this 
48.8%
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study clearly show the incorporation of word order of English PP into Mandarin 
(Paradis & Genesee, 1996). 
 
In the studies of Yip and Matthews (2007), syntactic transfer was more commonly 
often identified from bilingual children’s Cantonese to English, which can mainly be 
attributed to the effect of language dominance. Hai2-PP, being a vulnerable domain in 
Cantonese, was one of a few where the dominant language Cantonese shows 
influence from the weaker language, English. For English-Mandarin bilingual 
children in the present study, Mandarin is their weak language while English is the 
dominant language (see chapter 3 for a discussion on language dominance). If the 
dominant language is influenced by the weak language in this syntactic domain (Yip 
and Matthews, 2007), we would expect more influence from the dominant language 
on the weaker language. The results support that the findings that language 
dominance plays a role for syntactic transfer in bilingual development. 
5.5.2  Comparing Bilingual Children of Different Input Conditions 
Here, we will compare and discuss the six bilingual children’s acquisition of zài-PP. 
Before the comparison and discussion, we will briefly review their input conditions. 
  
The seven bilingual children in this study all attend the same childcare centre, yet 
differ from one other in terms of input conditions (see appendix-bilingual children’s 
input conditions), such as age onset of Mandarin exposure, the number of mornings of 
childcare attendance and the period of disruption of Mandarin input, etc. Each 
bilingual child’s cumulative length of Mandarin exposure is calculated with most of 
input factors taken into account. The cumulative length of Mandarin exposure for the 
seven bilingual are 23 months for ML, 18 months for XM, 16 months for HW, 12 
months for ZH, 11.5 months for HJ, 11 months for JD, and eight months for EZ. 
 
Firstly, we will look at the distribution of zài-PPs in each bilingual children’s 
productions (see table 5.1). Preverbal zài-PPs only appear in three children’s 
utterances, three tokens for ML and one token for EZ and HW. EZ has the lowest rate 
of using zài-PPs without a verb, but shows the strongest preference for using 
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postverbal zài-PPs. ML’s rate of using postverbal zài-PPs is the lowest17. Zài-PPs 
used without verb makes up 87.5% of JD’s zài-PP utterances. Secondly, we will 
compare the rate of non-target zài-PP utterances.  
 
 
Figure 5.2 Bilingual children’s rate of non-target zài-PP sentences of postverbal zài-
PP sentences 
 
From the figure above, the rate of non-target zài-PP utterances is highest for HW 
(75.0%), and lowest for HJ (25.0%). Around half of the postverbal zài-PP sentences 
are non-target for EZ (9 out of 21) and ML (3 out of 6). The non-target zài-PP 
sentences (see examples 50 to 61) produced by different children may be qualitatively 
different. Two non-target sentences (58 and 59) produced by ML seem to be more 
acceptable than non-target sentences by other bilingual children. These two sentences 
are structurally more complex, and zài-PPs placed at the end of the sentences are quite 
similar to right dislocated information18. 
 
The quantitative and qualitative comparison make two bilingual children ML and EZ 
stand out. The results show that ML, the one with most CLME, is more advanced than 
others in zài-PP acquisition. ML attended the school five mornings a week, and she 
                                                 
17 JD only produced one token of zài-PP with verb, so we do not include her when comparing the rate 
of using postverbal zài-PP. 
18 ML’s productions of zài-PPs in the two sentences are not judged as right dislocation as there was no 
clear pause before zài-PP occurred. 
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was the only bilingual child in her class. In her class, Mandarin was usually the only 
language she heard and used. In the corpus, ML produced the most number of 
Mandarin utterances but had the least number of English utterances among the 
bilingual children. The increased exposure to Mandarin and more chances to use 
Mandarin collectively made her more advanced than others. 
 
It seems that the results are not fully reflected in children’s CLME. EZ, the one with 
least CLME, actually did not lag behind others as well. EZ actually produced one 
preverbal zài-PP while three others who have more CLME did not. EZ only attended 
school three mornings a week, so his recording time was not more than others. He 
produced the highest number of English utterances and the second highest number of 
Mandarin utterances next to ML. He spoke frequently both in Mandarin and English 
at school. According to his teacher, EZ was the most active and talkative child in the 
school.  
 
Input–Proficiency–Use Cycle hypothesis proposed by Pearson (2007, pp. 400-401)) 
may explain much in ML’s case. More exposure to Mandarin led to greater 
proficiency for ML, which led her to increased use of Mandarin. This in turn, resulted 
in enhanced Mandarin input for her. For EZ, his input was less, which may have 
resulted in him having less proficiency and more influence from his other language. 
Perhaps, his highest proportion of using postverbal zài-PPs among the bilingual 
children is attributed to his least CLME, which shows more influence from English. 
However, his increased use of Mandarin was able to stop the downturn cycle. This, in 
turn invited more input within his limited exposure time.  
 
Although more exposure may generally lead to relatively a more advanced stage of 
development, increased language use may make up or remedy the condition when the 
exposure is much reduced.  
5.5.3  The Role of Teachers’ Input  
In this section, we will discuss the role of teachers’ input in bilingual children’s 
acquisition of Mandarin zài-PP. For bilingual children in this study, school is the main 
source of their Mandarin input. In a Chinese childcare centre, teachers usually talk 
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much more than children, which is reflected in the corpus where five teachers’ 
utterances make up more than 70%. Analysing input from teachers may help us see in 
what ways teachers’ words might influence children’s acquisition. 
 
Table 5.16 Ratio of teachers’ postverbal zài-PP use 
 TD TJ TL TW WH Total 
PP V 30 8 16 3 49 106 
V PP 121 11 18 8 42 200 
% V PP 80.1% 57.9% 53.0% 72.7% 46.2% 65.4% 
 
As the table above shows, the five teachers in this study used almost twice as many 
postverbal zài-PPs (200 tokens) as preverbal ones (106 tokens). One teacher (TD) 
produced 121 tokens of postverbal zài-PPs and only 30 tokens of preverbal ones. This 
result is in contrast to the study of Deng and Yip (2015) who found that adults 
produced twice as many preverbal zài-PPs (32 tokens) as postverbal ones (16 tokens). 
Despite the fact that adults used much more preverbal zài-PPs, monolingual 
Mandarin-speaking children in this study produced more or less the same amount of 
preverbal and postverbal zài-PPs (see table 2.3). The adults in the study of Deng and 
Yip (2015) were mostly parents, and the context of recordings was usually at home. 
The discrepancy of teachers’ and parents’ use of zài-PP indicates that teachers’ speech 
in school contexts can be quite different from that of parents at home. 
 
Why do teachers use more postverbal zài-PPs? Postverbal zài-PP usually expresses 
the goal, while preverbal zài-PP expresses the location (Liu, 2009; J. H. Tai, 1975). 
Careful observation of teachers’ speech allows us to find that teachers, TD 19  in 
particular, give much instruction to children in class and other school activities, like 
huà zài zhǐ shàng ‘draw on the paper’, xiě zài běnzi shàng ‘write on the notebook’. 
However, in the context of “here and now”, location is often known, and is 
unnecessary to mention, therefore, there is less use of preverbal zài-PPs by teachers. 
In this way, bilingual children heard more postverbal zài-PPs than preverbal ones, 
which may influence them to use more postverbal zài-PPs. 
 
                                                 
19 TD was the head teacher of star class, and she was also responsible for leading school activities in 
which all children participate.  
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It is also common for teachers to place zài-PP preceding a verb in one utterance, but 
the same verb may be followed by a zài-PP in another utterance. This use may induce 
bilingual children to speculate that it is optional to use preverbal or postverbal zài-PP. 
The ambiguity of input facilitates the transfer from bilingual children’s other language 
(Yip & Matthews, 2007). Teachers were also found to use right dislocated zài-PPs. 
Although there were only five tokens in their productions, it may add an additional 
challenge to bilingual children’s acquisition of appropriate placement of zài-PPs. 
 
As for verbs used with zài-PPs by teachers, 39 different verbs appeared in [PP V] 
constructions and 24 different verbs in [V PP] constructions. Among the 39 verbs in 
[PP V] constructions, 33 verbs were only used once or twice with zài-PPs. The rare 
tokens of verbs used with preverbal zài-PPs would not provide sufficient input for 
bilingual children to know the restrictions of the verb for preverbal zài-PP use only. 
However, for monolingual children, the sufficiency of input let them use zài-PPs in 
target word order from the very beginning (Yip & Matthews, 2007). Monolingual 
children already showed sensitivity to zài-PP word order before the emergence (Y. 
Zhang & Guo, 2014). 
 
In short, teachers’ utterances with zài-PP show three main features. First, teachers use 
more postverbal zài-PPs. Second, the tokens of most verb types used in preverbal zài-
PPs are very small. Third, teachers may also use right dislocated zài-PPs occasionally. 
These three features of zài-PP use may influence bilingual children’s strong 
preference for postverbal zài-PP use and open the door for English PP to be 
transferred to Mandarin. 
 
5.6  Summary 
By comparing bilingual children with their monolingual peers, we find that bilingual 
children show different pattern of zài-PP acquisition. First, bilingual children show a 
much stronger preference of [V PP] word order than monolingual peers. Second, 
bilinguals produce non-target word order of zài-PP sentences while monolinguals do 
not. Language dominance may explain why bilinguals in this study produced higher 
proportions of both [V PP] constructions and non-target utterances with zài-PP than 
the previous study in Yip and Matthews (2007). Comparing bilingual children with 
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different amounts of Mandarin exposure, it was found that in general, more exposure 
leads to more advanced stages of development, however, increased language use may 
make up or remedy the condition when the exposure is much reduced. Lastly, the role 
of teachers’ input was discussed in relation to bilingual children’s acquisition of 
Mandarin zài-PP. Teachers’ higher proportion of postverbal zài-PP use, the rare 
tokens of most of verb types in preverbal zài-PPs and occasional use of right 
dislocated zài-PP may influence bilingual children’s higher proportion of postverbal 
zài-PP use and non-target zài-PP sentences. 
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Chapter 6  General Discussion 
This chapter aims to integrate the results in chapters 4 and 5 and to discuss more 
generally some issues in bilingual acquisition research. Section 6.1 discusses whether 
children exposed to Mandarin from birth show more advanced development. In 
section 6.2, the findings of the two previous chapters will be discussed in relation to 
autonomous vs interdependent development debate, as well as cross-linguistic 
influence. Then, in section 6.3 we see how input and interactions influence Mandarin 
development of bilingual children. This is followed by a discussion of the results on 
bilingual children’s acquisition of two grammatical domains on the topic of bilingual 
children’s weaker language development in section 6.4. Section 6.5 outlines how the 
children learn Mandarin while maintaining native English proficiency. Section 6.6 is a 
brief summary of this chapter. 
 
6.1  Effect of Age of Exposure 
In this section, we observe whether children exposed to Mandarin from birth or soon 
after birth show more advanced development than others. The seven children in this 
study were all exposed to English from birth and to Mandarin ranging from birth to 
2;6. ZH, XM and ML are all exposed to Mandarin from birth, HJ from 0; 3, EZ from 
1;06, HW and JD both from 2; 6. 
  
In the areas of Mandarin classifiers and PP with zài, the effect of Mandarin exposure 
from birth is not evident for the acquisition of the two domains. ML is the most 
advanced in producing more various syntactic structures of noun phrases with 
classifiers. EZ produced the most number of types of classifiers. In Mandarin PP with 
zài, three children (ML, HW and EZ) used more diverse word order of zài-PP than 
others. Thus, the effect of early exposure is not clear either. Other factors, other than 
time of first exposure, must play a role. The findings are consistent with previous ones 
that there is no significant difference between children whose language exposure is 
from birth and those who are exposed to a language after but before four years old 
(Kim et al., 2016; Unsworth, 2013a). However, this finding is only limited to the 
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investigations of two morpho-syntactic domains.  Unsworth (2013a) cautions us that 
the earlier exposure may be in effect in other domains. For English-Mandarin 
bilingual children, further research is indicated in investigating the effect of Mandarin 
exposure from birth in the acquisition of Mandarin tone, which Mandarin-speaking 
monolingual children often acquire beforehand 1; 6 (Zhu & Dodd, 2000). 
 
6.2  Separate Development and Crosslinguistic Influence 
Bilingual acquisition researchers would seem to agree that bilingual children go 
through separate development of two languages (De Houwer, 1990; Genesee, 1989; 
Genesee, Nicoladis, & Paradis, 1995; Meisel, 1989). However, no consensus has been 
reached as to whether bilingual children develop their two linguistic systems entirely 
independently of one another (Separate Development Hypothesis) or the developing 
of these separate systems involves cross-linguistic influence and interactions.  
 
The findings of Mandarin classifier acquisition in chapter 4 of this study show that 
bilinguals like monolinguals are almost error free in involving a classifier when it is 
mandatory, and both bilinguals and monolinguals overuse the general classifier when 
specific classifiers are normally required. This result is consistent with the case study 
of two younger children where no difference is found between the Mandarin-English 
bilingual child and the Mandarin monolingual child. As Chang-Smith (2010) suggests, 
her results support separate development hypothesis. At the same time, Chang-Smith 
(2010) also cautions us that it remains to be seen if other domains of Mandarin in 
bilingual children reveal influences from English. 
 
Results of the bilingual children’s acquisition Mandarin PP with zài in Chapter 5 
shows a completely different picture from their acquisition of classifiers. 
Qualitatively, bilingual children show non-target word order for the placement of zài-
PP while monolinguals are almost error free from its emergence. Quantitatively, 
bilinguals produce much higher proportions of postverbal zài-PPs than monolinguals. 
The results suggest that bilinguals’ placement of Mandarin zài-PP shows influence 
from their other language, English where the postverbal PP is the invariant word 
order. Clearly, the findings in this domain provide support for cross-linguistic 
influence.  
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Investigating two morphosyntactic domains in Mandarin reveals two fundamental 
different developmental paths from the same bilingual children. The findings in this 
study suggest that separate development and cross-linguistic influence may not be 
mutually exclusive. Interactions between two languages might be more prevalent in 
some domains than others.  
 
The two domains of investigation also contribute to our understanding of cross-
linguistic influence of bilingual children’s two developing languages. From the 
analysis of the children’s spontaneous speech data, it is found that the English-
Mandarin bilingual children do not omit a classifier when it is obligatory. The feature 
of a non-classifier language (English) is not found to be transferred into Mandarin, a 
classifier language. However, the bilingual children produced a great proportion of 
non-target word order of zài-PP, which is clearly transferred from English, as 
monolinguals are error free in this domain. 
 
6.3  The Role of Input and Interactions 
In this section, findings are discussed in relation to the role of input and interactions. 
Bilingual children in this study clearly received far less Mandarin input than 
monolingual peers as they all only attended the morning sessions of the school while 
all monolinguals attended the whole day schooling. As measured by the cumulative 
length of exposure, the Mandarin exposure for bilinguals ranges from about 13% to 
30% of their total two languages exposure. As discussed in chapters 4 and chapter 5, 
we see that the child with most Mandarin exposure is more advanced than others; 
however, the one with the least exposure is not the one lagging behind. It would seem 
that input quantity does not form a linear relationship with the language learning 
outcomes (Paradis & Grüter, 2014). 
6.3.1   Effect of Amount of Exposure across Two Mandarin Syntactic Domains 
Amount of exposure has been observed to affect the linguistic development of 
bilingual children in a variety of domains (e.g. Blom, 2010; De Houwer, 2007; 
Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Grüter et al., 2014; Hoff & Core, 2013). However, 
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relatively few studies have compared amount of exposure in the acquisition across 
syntactic domains between bilinguals and monolinguals, with Unsworth (2014) as an 
exception. Investigation of both Mandarin classifiers and PP with zài allows us to 
compare the input effect across these two syntactic domains. We may ask to what 
extent bilingual acquisition across syntactic domains is affected by differences in 
amount of language exposure. Our results show that bilingual children with far less 
Mandarin exposure have demonstrated the same pattern as their monolingual peers in 
acquisition of classifiers; however, the reduced input is one of the factors attributed to 
bilingual children’s non-target word order of zài-PP while monolinguals do not make 
any errors. The results suggest that amount of language exposure affect acquisition of 
different syntactic domains in a different way. The findings from English-Mandarin 
bilingual children’s acquisition of two domains in Mandarin support what was found 
by Unsworth (2014) in his study of Dutch-English bilinguals’ acquisition of two areas 
in Dutch where Dutch gender is affected by amount of input but not the meaning of 
scramble indefinites.  
 
6.3.2  The Quality of Input, Peer Support and Interactions 
Language input for children varies not only in quantity but also in quality. In what 
aspects does the quality of input influence the bilingual children’s development of 
Mandarin? The qualitative aspects of their Mandarin input, which will be discussed in 
relation to their Mandarin development, include sources and richness of input, variety 
of input, native and non-native input. 
 
All seven children were exposed to native English by their parents and siblings and 
others. For Mandarin exposure, the sources and contexts of input are varied. Before 
they came to childcare, they were exposed to Mandarin by a Chinese helper who 
came to their home several times a week helping with housework. House helpers may 
speak Mandarin to the child when they are cleaning the room or cooking, but they are 
not caretakers who are more engaged in taking care of the child. Another source of 
Mandarin input comes from Chinese visitors to the family and outside activities like 
shopping in the market. For children, this source of input is often overheard speech, 
which is addressed to their parents. Some children like HJ and XM went to a 
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children’s club to listen to Mandarin stories. This source of input is directed to 
children; however, the input is from one storyteller to many children, usually without 
much interaction between storyteller and children, as well as among children 
themselves. The input from teachers in childcare centre is also mainly of the one-to-
many type in class time, but teachers also take care of each individual child for all 
needs in school. There is more individual child-directed input in a childcare centre 
than in the story-telling class at the children’s club. 
 
ML shows the most advanced development of Mandarin among the seven bilingual 
children in this study. Her Mandarin input is not only larger in quantity but also better 
in quality. Like other children, she was exposed to Mandarin from a Mandarin-
speaking house helper from birth and outside activities in Beijing. From 2; 7 to 3; 6, 
she and her older brother20 were the only foreign children of the childcare in Beijing, 
according to her parents’ report. From 3; 7 to 5; 10, she and her older brother were the 
only English-speaking children in her class at the childcare centre in Xi’an though 
there are a number of English-speaking children in other classes. Moreover, she is 
also exposed to Mandarin by local people and children. Her parents do not speak 
Mandarin to her and her siblings unless Mandarin-speaking friends visit. ML has been 
exposed to Mandarin by a larger number of different native speakers, which provides 
richer and increased variety of Mandarin input. Her Mandarin input is not only from 
teachers speaking in class to a group of children, but also includes individual-directed 
input from a variety of native speakers such as other Chinese children in other places 
and contexts. 
 
As for the other six children, each of them has at least two classmates who speak 
English. In the class, they are mainly exposed to Mandarin from teachers, who are 
more group focused. There is far less individual-focused speech input for each child 
in class. Outside the class, these six children are found mainly playing among 
themselves. Within a morning session of about three hours in the childcare, their input 
is different from ML in terms of richness (types, tokens and complexity).  
 
                                                 
20 Her older brother is not a subject in this study as he is much older than others. 
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Peer input from classmates and friends is also an important source that children are 
exposed to. Limited research shows that peer input and interaction facilitate children’s 
language development (Jia & Fuse, 2007). For the bilingual children in this study, 
input from peers is another important source besides that of teachers. Teachers are 
dominant in speaking in class. However, in free play sessions and other activities, the 
input is mainly from other children. Children are usually more familiar with their 
classmates who also participate in group activities together. Also, children often 
naturally form their own playgroups with those of similar background, language and 
culture. The bilingual children’s peers in terms of their friends and playmates and 
classmates are described in the following table.  
 
Table 6.1 Bilingual children’s friends, playmates and classmates 
Child Friends Playmates Classmates 
HJ HW, Daddy, XT EZ, ZH, HW, Teachers EZ, ZH and 8 monolinguals 
ZH HJ, EZ EZ, ZH, HW, XM EZ, HJ and 8 monolinguals 
EZ ZH, HJ, JD ZH, HJ, JD, HW HJ, ZH and 8 monolinguals 
XM JD, HW, ML JD, HW,EZ,ZH JD,HW,LS,SY and 8 monolinguals 
HW ML, XM, JD ML, XM, JD, HJ JD,XM,LS and 9 monolinguals 
JD EZ, XM, ML EZ, XM, ML, XC XM,HW,LS and 9 monolinguals 
ML ZL LL, TT, SN, HW, ZL, XM,RR 3 monolinguals(LL,TT and SN) 
 
As for their friends, each bilingual child was asked: “who is your friend?”. Parents 
were also asked about their children’s friends. All children, with the exception of ML 
answered the question. HJ’s friend is his older brother HW, his father,  and XT’s 
friend is a Chinese child who is his neighbour. ML did not respond to the question, 
however, her father said that one monolingual child, ZL is her best friend. All other 
bilingual children’s friends are limited to bilingual group, and their parents also said 
that their friends are mostly children from English-speaking families. 
 
Data of playmates was obtained from video recordings of their free play sessions, 
observation, and interviews with teachers. Again, HJ and ML are outliers. HJ is 
frequently observed to play not only with some bilingual children, but also with 
teachers. He often asked (WH) or other teachers if we could play with some toys with 
him. ML’s playmates include both bilingual children and monolingual children. Both 
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the video recordings and observation show that on more occasions than not she was 
found playing with some monolingual children, especially her classmates LL, TT and 
SN. It is also interesting to note that she is a friend of HW, XM and JD, though she 
was not found to play with them much. According to teachers, ML naturally took the 
role of a leader for all children in the school. She is able to guide and lead all children, 
bilingual or monolingual, to give them instructions in either language. 
 
The last column of the table shows each bilingual child’s classmates. HJ, ZH and EZ 
are in the same class with other eight monolingual children. HW, JD and XM are in 
one class with one newly arrived English-speaking girl, LS, a Korean-Mandarin 
bilingual boy SY and eight other monolinguals. ML is the only international child in 
her class of four children. Before coming to this childcare centre in Xi’an, she and her 
older brother attended a similar size childcare centre in Beijing, where they were the 
only international children. 
 
Except for ML, all other bilingual children prefer to sit next to each other in class, in 
morning tea as well as in free playing sessions, and they use English to communicate 
with each other most of the time. There are occasions for them to talk to monolingual 
children, but these are only limited to circumstances when monolinguals interfered 
with them, such as grabbing their toys. They would say, zhè shì wǒde ‘this is mine’. 
However, when speaking to teachers, they mostly speak Mandarin if they can. In this 
sense, their English is very much supported with peers from English-speaking 
children at school, which in turn makes the Mandarin-speaking peers effect weaker. 
 
ML stands out in the bilingual group. According to her teachers, her Mandarin 
proficiency is very close to that of a monolingual child if there is still difference. A 
native speaker can hardly detect any foreign accent from her speech. She differs from 
other children not only in increased quantity of Mandarin exposure, but also in the 
quality of input with more peer support and interaction. 
6.3.3  Input Disruption 
What is the effect of input disruption on their bilingual development? All seven 
bilingual children experienced that Mandarin input was disrupted for several months 
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when the whole family went back to their home countries. ZH and ML fall into the 
observation period when their Mandarin learning is recorded before they returned to 
US as well as after they came back to China. Therefore, the role of input disruption on 
ZH and ML’s bilingual development and their Mandarin in particular is only 
discussed. 
 
The period where Mandarin input is disrupted is between 3;3 to 3;8 for ZH, and 5;1 to 
5;6 for ML. We will first describe their Mandarin understanding and speaking before 
they returned to the US and after they came back to China. 
 
ZH was born in China, and had not been to US until 3;3. At 3;3, he had been attending 
the childcare for five morning sessions a week over a year. According to our 
observation as well as his teachers’ report, he was able to understand almost anything 
in Mandarin like monolingual peers; he was also able to express full sentences in 
Mandarin. Most of time, he used Mandarin, and only occasionally spoke English at 
the childcare centre. ML’s Mandarin was most of time indistinguishable from 
monolingual peers at the age of 5;1. She seldom used English at the school unless 
speaking to English-speaking children who were new to school.  
 
After they came back to the childcare in Xi’an from US, both children experienced 
two weeks of a silent period where they did not speak much either in Mandarin or 
English. ZH’s class teacher was still the same one, but ML got a new teacher for her 
class. Two weeks later, ML began to speak Mandarin. At the end of the first month, 
her Mandarin recovered to its previous level. Even after returning from the US, ML 
still did not use much English in the childcare centre. She still played with both 
bilinguals and monolinguals. However, ZH spoke English most of the time when he 
became familiar with the environment again. In class when teachers mostly spoke 
Mandarin, ZH was not responsive at all during the first month. His class teacher said 
that he had no response even when his Chinese name was called21. He showed no 
interest in listening in class. After class, he was found only to play with children who 
could speak English. ZH was more talkative in English than before. As for Mandarin, 
                                                 
21 ZH was called by teachers in his Chinese name in the childcare most of time. 
184 
 
it seems that he forgot almost everything he previously acquired. According to his 
teacher, upon the third month after he returned, he could understand many of her 
words but had still not recovered to his previous level. ZH avoided using Mandarin if 
he could. But when he produced any words in Mandarin, he was able to produce 
multi-word sentences. 
 
The effect of six months Mandarin input disruption is different between the two 
children. ZH’s case suggests that disruption of input is more severe for the younger 
child whose weaker language has not been fully acquired. Even though the child may 
seem to forget much in this language he acquired, he does not learn everything all 
over again as continual exposure is able to activate what has learnt previously. 
Moreover, a visit to a home country may boost the development and use of home 
language. In ML’s case, we may learn that disruption of input for a period (half a 
year) in one language might not be a problem if this language has already been quite 
established in the child. 
 
6.4  The Development of Weaker Language 
According to measures of MLUw as well as parents’ and teachers’ ratings, Mandarin 
remains the weaker language for all the seven English-Mandarin bilingual children, 
though some children’s Mandarin is stronger than others, such as ML. Does bilingual 
children’s weaker language develop in the same way as a first language or a second 
language? 
 
In Chapter 4, the acquisition of Mandarin classifiers has been compared between 
bilinguals and their monolingual peers. The results show that the bilinguals and the 
monolinguals show the same pattern of acquisition. Even for bilinguals whose 
Mandarin is much weaker, they always include a classifier when it is obligatory in the 
same way as their monolingual classmates. However, in the second domain of 
investigation in Chapter 5, the same group of bilinguals placed PP with zài in non-
target word order, while monolinguals are error free. Bilingual children’s acquisition 
of PP with zài seems to be more like the pattern of adult second language learners 
(Chen, 2008). 
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The debate on bilingual children’s weaker language development reconciles with the 
results of the current research. The weaker language development is far more complex 
than either resembling first language or second language. The results lend support to 
the claim that a bilingual child is not two monolinguals in one (Grosjean, 1989). It is 
possible that bilingual children may take the same route of development in one area as 
monolingual, but a different route in another area to reach the target grammar. 
 
6.5  Learning Mandarin While Maintaining English in China 
In this section, the following questions related to the seven children’s bilingual 
development will be discussed. How do the children learn Mandarin? What are the 
parents’ strategies and attitudes in promoting their children’s learning of Mandarin? 
How do the children maintain their English development? What are the parents’ 
strategies and attitudes in fostering the children’s maintenance of English? Data to 
answer these questions are mainly from questionnaires and interviews with parents. 
 
How do the children learn Chinese? 
Before the children attend the childcare, they were exposed to Mandarin from sources 
such as local community, Chinese friends visiting their home, Chinese helpers who 
mainly helped with housework but also occasionally talked to the children, and 
Chinese media such as  TV. Although exposure to Mandarin is quite limited, the 
children are able to experience Mandarin input almost on a daily basis if they stay in 
China. Upon their first day of childcare attendance, most of them only have some 
understanding of Mandarin but rarely any Mandarin production. Teachers have to 
speak English to them in circumstances of safety concerns. After three months of 
attendance in childcare, they usually have no problem in understanding teachers’ 
instructions, and at the same time begin to produce Mandarin words or sentences. 
After six months of attendance, their understanding of Mandarin greatly improves. 
The evidence is that they are attentive in listening to Mandarin stories or lessons in 
class. After one year of childcare attendance, their Mandarin is more productive. They 
may ask and answer questions in Mandarin, sometimes playing with monolingual 
peers. However, their overall Mandarin ability still lags behind their monolingual 
peers even after two years of school attendance according to teachers’ ratings, if ML 
is an exception.  
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These results are contrastive to Medojević (2014) who find that children speaking 
Serbian as a home language are able to catch up with monolingual English-speaking 
peers in the first year of schooling. This discrepancy may be due to the different 
amount of school attendance time between the children of the two studies. The two 
children in Medojević’s (2014) study attended the school for five full days a week. In 
contrast, the seven children in the present study only attended two to five morning 
sessions. ZH and ML attended five morning sessions throughout their schooling. XM 
attends the school for five mornings a week for the current term22. Previously, he only 
attended a Mandarin story-telling club two or three sessions23 a week. HJ and HW 
attend school for three mornings a week. EZ and JD first year attend school for two 
mornings and three mornings in the second year. Except for ZH and ML, other 
children attend school every other day. For instance, EZ and JD only attend the 
morning sessions on Monday, Wednesday and Friday.  
 
ML’s Mandarin ability is the best among the seven children. According to her 
teachers, her Mandarin is very close to monolingual peers in pronunciation, 
expression, and pragmatic use of Mandarin if not in vocabulary size. Her mother 
reports that ML may not know the name of some things at home, which are not 
available at school. This is clearly due to her both early exposures to Mandarin and 
increased school attendance and Mandarin exposure than others. 
 
What are the parents’ strategies and attitudes in promoting their children’s learning 
of Mandarin? 
From the parents completed questionnaires and interviews, parents of all seven 
children show positive attitude towards their children’s Mandarin learning. All parents 
chose high expectations on a scale of how much they want their children to speak 
good Mandarin. However, according to an interview with the children’s teachers, ZH 
and ML’s parents care much more about their children’s Mandarin learning than 
parents of other three families. For instance, they inquire more frequently about their 
children’s Mandarin learning from teachers.  
                                                 
22 The school term that the study is carried out. 
23 A session in the club usually lasts for two hours. 
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Parents also differ in strategies in promoting their children’s Mandarin learning. 
Parents of HJ and HW also sometimes speak Mandarin to their children at home, 
while parents of other three families usually do not. Parents of ZH and ML, parents of 
HJ and HW, and parents of XM speak Mandarin to their children whenever there is a 
Chinese person nearby, while parents of EZ and JD normally do not. 
 
It is found that parents’ use of Mandarin with local people and friends when children 
are present contributes to children’s positive attitude of this language, people and 
culture. If parents do not use Mandarin much, children will not use it much either.  
 
“I think children need to have a positive influence on their Mandarin learning.        
We try to create our home environment like the culture of the local Chinese 
community we live in. We don’t want our children always thinking about going home 
while they are outside. Our approach is to make our home more like a Chinese home. 
This include many aspects if not everything such as having Chinese food, speaking 
Chinese sometimes, Chinese visitors coming. We also caution our attitude for any 
talking between my wife and I at home. For example, if I say today I met a Chinese 
granny who talked to me endlessly and touched my kids. Then our children would 
notice our negative attitude. I mean that we try to show our positive attitude towards 
Chinese people and Chinese culture. I think this will help kids develop a positive 
attitude toward Chinese people and culture as well, and they will be more motivated 
to learn Chinese.” 
                                          ----------Interview with HW and HJ’s Father 
 
Another strategy adopted by parents of ZH and ML as well as parents of HJ and HW 
is that they try to create some opportunities for their children to play with some 
Chinese children outside school. According to them, this strategy helps their children 
to use more Chinese, which in turn, motivates the children to learn more Mandarin in 
order to play with their Chinese friends. 
 
Despite the strategies, some children like ZH are still reluctant to speak much 
Mandarin. One reason is that he could always use English even at school. All teachers 
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can understand English. If he could not understand teachers speaking Mandarin, 
English would be used to allow him to understand. There are around a third of 
children whose first language is English, so he could easily find friends to play with 
who share the same language and culture. 
 
“During the first month after ZH came back from the US, he hardly understood what I 
told him to do in Chinese. I had to use English to tell him again, or his English-
speaking classmates translated my words into English for him.” 
                                                               -----Interview with ZH’s head teacher TD 
 
How do the children maintain their English development?  
All the seven children’s English is rated as native proficiency as monolingual English-
speaking peers by parents. All the parents are native speakers of English who are only 
temporary migrants working or studying in China. The children are exposed to 
English from birth at home either in their home countries or in China. The home 
environment is not the only place they hear English. There are always children of 
other English-speaking families who usually have frequent contact. Even in the school 
environment, they can still speak English to other English-speaking children, and 
even to teachers who understand their English. EZ is a child who is very talkative in 
both English and Mandarin at school. One time he was asked, “who do you think 
could speak English in this school?” His answer is “everyone”. In fact, local children 
only understand a little bit English. Usually, teachers advise children to speak 
Mandarin if they speak too much English at school24. At times, children would resist 
teachers’ suggestions by saying, ‘we speak English because we come from English-
speaking countries’. Being a person from an English-speaking country helps them use 
more English even in China. 
 
These four families usually return to their home countries for several months after 
about one or two years of stay in China. A visit to a home country could greatly assist 
the children’s English development, as ZH’s case shows. The children’s English 
                                                 
24 Teachers are asked by parents to help children use more Mandarin at school. 
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could be maintained to the level of monolingual peers and may be largely due to 
parents’ strategies, which will be discussed in the next question. 
 
What are the parents’ strategies and attitudes in fostering the children’s maintenance 
of English? 
One strategy adopted by parents from all the four families is home schooling in 
English. This is the reason for sending their children to a Chinese school in morning 
sessions only. In the afternoon, parents, usually mothers, teach their children English 
lessons. Sometimes, children may learn some subjects together with children from 
other families if the curriculum is more interactive in nature. 
   
From the discussion of the four questions above, it seems that the picture of English 
children learning Chinese in China is contrastive to Chinese children learning English 
in English-speaking countries. For children in Chinese immigrant families living in 
English-speaking countries, English will soon become their dominant language after 
two years of school (W. Li, 2011; Qi, 2011). 
 
In summary of the findings in this section, six out of seven did not reach a level of 
Mandarin speaking monolingual peers even after two or three years of stay in China. 
However, their English was successfully maintained to native proficiency level as 
monolingual peers. This picture is in contrast to children of immigrant families in 
English-speaking countries who often transit to English-dominant at the age of five or 
six (W. Li, 1994; Qi, 2011; Sheng et al., 2011), while maintaining home language is 
usually quite difficult (D. Zhang, 2010; D. Zhang & Slaughter-Defoe, 2009). What is 
the reason for this contrast? 
 
“…most foreigners don't come to China thinking they want to become Chinese. They 
don't ever plan to live in China forever, so their goal to achieve the mastery of 
Chinese language is not very high, so the same gets passed on to children.” 
                                                                     -Interview with XM’s mother 
 
The above quote is the answer to the question from one of the parents, XM’s mother. 
China is not a country where policy encourages expatriates to become citizens even 
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for children born in China. Thus, both parents and children may not be highly 
motivated to learn Chinese. Likewise, their goal to mastery of English is high as they 
would come back to their home countries later. According to XM’s mother, XM is 
able to read quite advanced level of English stories and can write as well. 
 
On the contrary, children of Chinese immigrants in English-speaking countries are 
citizens who live in an English-speaking country for the most part of their lives. A 
high level of mastery of English will contribute to success in education and future 
career. For the maintenance of Chinese, its command is only limited to use at home 
with parents and grandparents, which would count for much less in their life 
compared to English, resulting in first language loss (D. Zhang & Slaughter-Defoe, 
2009). For instance, in their study, the informant who is the most advanced in 
Mandarin only has very limited reading and writing skills. 
 
6.6  Summary 
In this chapter, the findings in previous chapters have been integrated in the 
discussion of some important theoretical issues in early childhood bilingualism, as 
well as practical issues for children growing up bilingually. First, we discussed the 
effect of age of first exposure. Effect of exposure to Mandarin from birth is not 
evident in the acquisition of classifier and PP with zài. Second, the results were 
discussed in terms of autonomous vs interdependent development debate. The result 
of the bilingual children’s acquisition of classifiers supports autonomous development 
hypothesis, while findings of the same children’s acquisition of Mandarin PP with zài 
supports interdependent development hypothesis, which suggests that the two 
hypotheses may not be mutually exclusive with each other. Third, the results were 
discussed in terms of input. Increased levels of input generally leads to more 
advanced development, while children with less amount of input may not always lag 
behind if other factors are in place to reverse the disadvantaged conditions, such as 
more language use, exemplified by EZ’s case. It also supports that amount of 
exposure effect the acquisition of different grammatical domains in a different way. 
Fourth, we discussed bilingual children’s weaker language development. The results 
suggest that bilingual children’s weaker language development pattern can be 
convergent or divergent from monolingual peers up to the domains of acquisition. In 
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the last section, the questionnaire and interview data are used to discuss more 
practical issues as to how these children learn Mandarin while maintaining native 
English proficiency in Mainland China.  The next chapter draws a conclusion of this 
study. 
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Chapter 7  Conclusion 
 
This chapter concludes the present study on English-Mandarin bilingual children’s 
Mandarin development in a Chinese childcare centre. Section 7.1 summarises the 
major findings of this study in conjunction of research questions. Section 7.2 outlines 
the implications of this study. Finally, Section 7.3 discusses the limitations of this 
study and offers some suggestions for future research. 
 
7.1  Major Findings 
The aim of this study was to investigate English-Mandarin bilingual children’s 
Mandarin development in relation to the effect of input. Two linguistic domains, 
namely Mandarin noun classifiers and PP with zài ‘at’, were targeted for investigation 
as they manifest typological differences from English, the bilingual children’s other 
language. To achieve those aims, we carried out a multiple case study on seven 
English-Mandarin bilingual children in a Chinese childcare centre by weekly 
recording (mostly video-recording) various activities over one complete school term 
of four months. The transcripts of the recordings include speech production of 
bilingual children, Mandarin-speaking monolingual children and the Mandarin-
speaking teachers. To complement the corpus data, some elicitation tasks on 
classifiers were conducted. In addition, to investigate the bilingual children’s input 
conditions, language use, language proficiency as well as other information pertinent 
to the project, parents and teachers completed questionnaires and they were also 
interviewed. In what follows, the findings of the acquisition of Mandarin classifier 
and PP with zài ‘at’ will be summarised in conjunction with research questions. The 
research questions of the two domains of investigation focus on three aspects of 
comparison: whether bilingual children with only one third or less Mandarin exposure 
(compared to their Mandarin-speaking monolingual peers) show a different pattern of 
acquisition; whether bilingual children in different input conditions show a different 
pattern of acquisition, and how the input from teachers may influence acquisition. 
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7.1.1  Acquisition of Mandarin Classifiers 
Q1: Do bilingual children show a different pattern of Mandarin classifier acquisition 
compared to their Mandarin speaking monolingual peers? 
 
Results from the present investigation looking at three sub-questions regarding the 
acquisition of Mandarin classifiers i.e., number of classifier types produced, patterns 
of syntactic structures involving classifiers and patterns of use of the general classifier 
gè, suggest that bilingual children show a similar pattern of acquisition as their 
Mandarin-speaking monolingual peers. 
 
Q1a:  Do bilingual children produce fewer types of classifiers than monolinguals? 
Results show that both bilinguals and monolinguals predominantly use the general 
classifier gè and produce a similar number of types of classifiers as their monolingual 
peers.. These results are in line with previous corpus studies indicating that children’s 
use of specific classifiers is quite rare up to preschool age (Chang-Smith, 2010; 
Erbaugh, 1986). This does not mean that children who do not spontaneously produce 
some items or structures fail to comprehend them. In fact, the results from elicited 
production tasks on 11 classifiers show that both bilinguals and monolinguals 
informants possess a sound knowledge of most of them.  
 
Q1b:  Do bilingual children show a different pattern of syntactic structures involving 
classifiers as monolingual peers? 
The findings indicate that bilingual children and their monolingual peers show a 
similar pattern of syntactic structures involving classifiers. First, bilinguals, like their 
monolingual peers, rarely omit a classifier when it is obligatory. One example is zhè 
‘this’ and zhè ge ‘this CL', which appear frequently in the corpus. Like monolinguals, 
bilinguals use both zhè ‘this’ and zhè ge ‘this CL’ as Subject, but consistently use zhè 
ge ‘this CL’ as Object. Zhè ‘this’ has not been found in any object position. Second, 
bilinguals and monolinguals use a similar range of syntactic constructions where a 
classifier is included. The four more basic and common construction types (D+CL, 
Num+CL, D+CL+N, Num+CL+N) make up the majority of structures involving 
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classifiers for both bilinguals and monolinguals among the nine possible syntactic 
structures where a classifier occurs. One surprising result is that one bilingual child 
ML used eight different construction types, including those rarely used even by 
teachers. 
 
Q1c: Do bilingual children and their monolingual peers show a similar pattern of use 
of the general classifier gè in Mandarin? 
Both corpus data and elicited productions show that bilingual children overuse the 
general classifier gè in a similar way to monolinguals. In this study, the rate of use of 
gè where a more specific classifier might be used is similar between bilinguals and 
monolinguals. This happens mostly in constructions where the noun is not mentioned 
or where the classifier is preceded by the demonstratives zhè ‘this’ and nà ‘that’. In 
the corpus data only gè was used instead of a specific classifier and it was also 
occasionally used to replace a measure word. However, in elicited productions, both 
gè and zhī were found to be overused instead of a more specific classifier (or measure 
word).  
 
Q2. Do bilingual children with different input conditions show different patterns of 
classifier acquisition? 
Results relating to the three aspects under observation (classifiers types, syntactic 
structures of classifier phrases and overuse of the general classifier gè) show that 
bilingual children’s pattern for the acquisition of classifiers do not vary with their 
cumulative length of Mandarin exposure (CLME). ML, the child with the most 
CLME, produces more complex classifier noun phrases than other bilingual children 
and also overuses the general classifier gè at a lower rate than other bilingual children. 
However, EZ, the child with least CLME produces more types of classifiers than 
others and does not lag behind others in the other two aspects.  
 
Q3. What role does the input (teachers’ use of classifiers) play in children’s 
acquisition of Mandarin classifiers? 
Results indicate that the pattern of teachers’ use of classifiers significantly influences 
both bilingual and monolingual children’s acquisition in this domain. Teachers’ 
productions were compared with the children’s in terms of types, syntactic structures 
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and use of the general classifier gè. First, the fact that specific classifiers are rarely 
used by children broadly reflects the input from teachers. The types of classifiers 
produced by each of the five teachers range from four to 13. The five teachers taken 
together produced 23 different classifiers. The general classifier gè makes up nearly 
ninety per cent of all tokens produced by the teachers. Occurrences of specific 
classifiers are scarce. Most of these (i.e., 14 classifiers) only occurred once or twice. 
Second, teachers never omit a classifier when it is obligatory, which may help 
children to experience obligatory use directly. Third, cases of children’s extended use 
of the general classifier gè have also been found in teachers’ productions, although the 
rate of overuse is half the rate of the children. 
 
On the other hand, teachers’ use of classifiers differs in some respects from the 
children’s.  So teachers use, for instance, more complex and diverse structures in 
which classifiers occur, and their rate of use of the general classifier gè in 
Num+CL+N construction is significantly lower than the children’s.  This means that 
children’s development of the classifier system is still in progress. 
7.1.2  Acquisition of PP with zài 
Q1. Do bilingual children show a different pattern of development of locative PPs 
with zài as their monolingual peers? 
Two aspects of the present investigation, i.e., the proportions of preverbal and 
postverbal zài-PP, non-target placement of zài-PP,  find that bilingual children show a 
different pattern for the development of locative PPs with zài from their monolingual 
peers. 
 
Q1a: Do bilingual children produce significantly different proportions of [V zài-PP] 
and [zài-PP V] order in Mandarin from monolingual peers?  
Bilingual children show a strong preference for postverbal locative PP with zài. For 
monolinguals, preverbal and postverbal zài-PPs seem to be equally divided. However, 
for bilinguals, preverbal zài-PPs are less than 10 per cent of zài-PPs occurring with a 
verb. As for postverbal zài-PPs, bilinguals produced a significantly higher proportion 
than monolinguals.  
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Q1b: Do bilingual children show syntactic errors of non-target [V zài-PP] in 
Mandarin while their monolingual peers normally do not? 
The findings show that nearly half of postverbal zài-PP utterances produced by 
bilinguals are non-target. In contrast, non-target postverbal zài-PP sentences have not 
been found in monolingual children’s productions. 
 
Q2. Do bilingual children with different input conditions show different patterns of 
zài-PP acquisition? 
More exposure generally leads to relatively more advanced stage of development (a 
higher rate of preverbal zài-PP productions), while more language use may make up 
or remedy the condition that the exposure is much reduced. ML, the one with most 
CLME, is more advanced than others in zài-PP acquisition as she uses preverbal zài-
PP more frequently, which other bilingual children rarely use. Her non-target 
utterances with postverbal zài-PP also seem to be more acceptable than those 
produced by other bilinguals. EZ, the child with the least CLME again does not lag 
behind. Preverbal zài-PP appears in EZ’s utterances but being absent in productions 
of other three bilingual children who have more CLME than him. This may be due to 
his increased use of Mandarin at school, which helps invite more input within his 
limited exposure time. According to his teacher, EZ was the most active and talkative 
child in the school. However, less exposure seems to be more likely to invite 
influence from his English, as shown by his stronger preference to postverbal zài-PP 
and more non-target productions. 
 
Q3. What role does the teacher’s input (i.e., their production of zài-PP) play in 
bilingual children’s acquisition of locative zài-PP syntactic order? 
The five teachers in this study used almost twice many postverbal zài-PPs as 
preverbal ones. This means bilingual children heard more postverbal zài-PPs than 
preverbal ones, which may influence them to use more postverbal zài-PPs. It is also 
common for teachers to place zài-PP preceding a verb in one utterance, but the same 
verb may be followed by a zài-PP in another utterance. This use may induce bilingual 
children to speculate that it is optional to use preverbal or postverbal zài-PP. The 
ambiguity of input facilitates the transfer from bilingual children’s other language 
(Yip & Matthews, 2007). Furthermore, the tokens of most verb types used in 
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preverbal zài-PPs occurred once or twice in the corpus. This would not provide 
sufficient input for bilingual children to know the restrictions of the verbs for 
preverbal zài-PP use only. Teachers were also found to use right dislocated zài-PPs. 
Although there were only a few tokens in their productions, it may add an additional 
challenge to bilingual children’s acquisition of appropriate placement of zài-PPs.  
 
7.2  Implications of the Study 
The findings of this study have both theoretical implications for the field of bilingual 
acquisition and some practical recommendations for parents and early childhood 
educators in nurturing bilingual children. 
7.2.1  Theoretical Implications 
First, this study has some implication on the effect of exposure from birth. The effect 
of Mandarin exposure from birth is not evident for the acquisition of Mandarin 
classifiers and PPs with zài. This finding is only limited to the investigations of two 
morpho-syntactic domains. It awaits further research to investigate the effect of 
exposure to Mandarin from birth for acquiring domains such as Mandarin tones that 
Mandarin monolingual children usually acquire earlier (Zhu & Dodd, 2000).  
 
Second, this study contributes to our understanding of the relationship of the 
grammatical system of bilingual children’s two languages. The results of the bilingual 
children’s acquisition of classifier support autonomous development hypothesis, 
while findings of the same children’s acquisition of Mandarin PP with zài support 
interdependent development hypothesis. The findings suggest that the two hypotheses 
may not be mutually exclusive with each other. In addition, the findings of this study 
also support what Hulk and Müller (2000) proposed for cross-linguistic influence to 
occur. 
 
Third, this study has provided insight into the understanding of bilingual children’s 
weaker language development. The findings suggest that bilingual children’s weaker 
language development pattern can be convergent or divergent from monolingual peers 
up to the domains of acquisition. 
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Fourth, this study has implications in terms of our understanding of input. The amount 
of exposure does not show a linear relation to the learning outcomes, although more 
exposure generally leads to more advanced development; however, children with less 
amount of exposure may not always lag behind if other factors are in place to reverse 
the disadvantaged conditions, such as more language use, exemplified by EZ’s case. It 
also supports previous research (Unsworth, 2014) that amount of exposure affects the 
acquisition of different grammatical domains in a different way. In addition, the 
qualitative aspects of input may influence children’s acquisition significantly, which 
cautions hypotheses of child language acquisition proposed without analysis of input. 
7.2.2  Practical Recommendations 
The findings of this study provide a number of practical implications for parents and 
early childhood educators for nurturing bilingual children in migrant and immigrant 
contexts. First, we discuss the implications for maintaining the home language and 
then facilitating the weaker language. 
 
Implications for maintaining the home language 
All seven bilingual children’s English is comparable to the level of monolingual 
peers, which informs us of ways to maintain the home language. First, parents are 
recommended to speak their own language to their children most of the time, which 
helps children receive sufficient exposure to the home language. In this study, parents 
of the four families are all native speakers of English. They speak English to their 
children most of the time. Although their children have grown up in China most of the 
time, their English exposure is not very much reduced.  
 
Second, living in places where the home language is not used much, families of the 
same home language background can connect to provide more chance for their 
children to use their home language. The seven bilingual children in this study are 
able to communicate with peers of same home language both in and outside of school. 
They do not only use English with parents, but also with peers. As this study has 
shown, peer interactions support the language development. This is particularly 
meaningful for children of immigrant families who usually cannot find any value in 
home language when peers are all speaking the language of mainstream society.  
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Third, parents are advised do some homeschooling, including reading stories and 
teaching some courses in their home language. All the seven bilingual children 
receive homeschooling in English by their parents, by which they could advance 
continuously in the language and its related culture. The parents’ role is crucial for 
continuous home language development once the children go to school where the 
mainstream language is used.  
 
Fourth, visiting the home country greatly facilitates the development of home 
language, as increased exposure and use of the language. Parents in this study 
reported that their children experienced a rapid growth of English after a period of 
time spent in the home country.  
 
Fifth, teachers’ knowledge and positive attitude to bilingual children’s home language 
may encourage the use of this language. All teachers in this study have some 
knowledge of English. Although teachers do not use English at school much, their 
ability to understand the children’s English allows the children to continue using their 
home language when they are not able to express themselves in school language, 
while at the same time children feel they are accepted and their needs understood and 
met. Children do not have to be silent in both languages at school when they have 
already been fluent in their home language. This may shed some light on early 
childhood education for children from immigrant families where a minority language 
is spoken. It is suggested that childcare workers need to have at least some 
competency of children’s home language to support not only their language 
development but also overall development.  
 
Implications for facilitating the weaker language 
This study also has implications as to how to facilitate the development of bilingual 
children’s weaker language. In this study, all the children’s weaker language is 
Mandarin according to several assessments. First, increased exposure to the weaker 
language leads to more advanced stages of development. ML, the child whose 
Mandarin is the best among the bilingual children, is one with more Mandarin 
exposure than others.  
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Second, more opportunities to use the weaker language facilitates its development 
even when exposure is much reduced. In this study, ML and EZ are the two children 
who use more Mandarin at school. ML has to use Mandarin in her class, as other 
classmates are all Mandarin monolinguals, thus she has used more Mandarin. EZ’s 
increased Mandarin use is mainly attributed to his extrovert personality and that he is 
talkative in both English and Mandarin at school.  
 
Third, it is suggested that exposure to the weaker language is not disrupted when the 
child has not accumulated a critical mass of data. ML and ZH both experienced six 
months of disrupted Mandarin exposure when their family paid a visit to the US. ML 
recovered her Mandarin ability quickly, while ZH suffered from attrition of most of 
what he previously acquired. The reason is that, before they returned to the US, ML’s 
Mandarin has already been quite established before going back to the US, while ZH’s 
Mandarin level was just in the beginning of producing full sentences though 
understanding was not a problem for him.  
 
Fourth, it is suggested that parents show positive attitudes toward the weaker 
language and its related culture as well as people who speak this language. In this 
study, parents often use Mandarin when they meet local people at home and outside, 
and they try to show their positive attitude to local people and culture. These 
strategies, according to them, have facilitated their children in learning Mandarin.  
 
Fifth, it is beneficial to help children to socialise with peers outside the school who 
are monolingual speakers of the bilingual children’s weaker language. ML’s parents 
intentionally connect with local families and send their children to Chinese families to 
play with Chinese children. The ability to speak both languages well makes ML a 
friend of both bilinguals and monolinguals. 
 
It would seem that maintaining a high level of one language might not always be the 
price of slow or stagnated development of the other language for bilingual children. 
Some cases in this study have demonstrated that both languages can develop to a very 
high level with strategies and measures discussed in this section. 
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7.3  Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 
It is beneficial to look at two languages in bilingual acquisition research. However, in 
this research, the scope of this study is limited to the investigation of bilingual 
children’s one language. The main reason is that regular access to bilingual children’s 
families to make recordings was not feasible due to parents’ tight schedules on 
families and careers.Second, each informant’s corpus data vary due to the uneven 
childcare attendance of the seven children, which may affect the scope of 
comparability of these children’s language development. Third, the research findings 
are limited to the investigation of productions over one school term of four months, 
which is not able to capture the developmental path for each single child. 
 
Future case studies are indicated in investigating one or two cases of the acquisition of 
both languages over a longer period of time. Ideally, data can be collected both at a 
childcare centre where Mandarin speaking with teachers and peers can be recorded 
and in a family context where interactions with parents and siblings in English, which 
will reveal more about context-bound bilingual development. 
 
Nevertheless, this study has systematically investigated a group of emerging young 
bilinguals in the acquisition of Mandarin, a language that still awaits further 
understanding on how children acquire it, especially in bilingual development. It is 
hoped that this thesis has made significant contributions to the understanding of some 
theoretical issues in bilingualism and at the same time provided suggestions to parents 
and early childhood educators in nurturing bilingual children. 
 
202 
 
 References 
 
Allen, K. (1977). Classifier. Language, 53(2), 285-311.  
Antonova-Ünlü, E., & Li, W. (2014). Aspect acquisition in Russian as the weaker 
language: Evidence from a Turkish–Russian child. International Journal of 
Bilingualism, 20(2), 210-228. 
Bernardini, P. (2016). Weak interest in the weaker language. Bilingualism: Language 
and Cognition, 20(1), 29-30. 
Bernardini, P., & Schlyter, S. (2004). Growing syntactic structure and code-mixing in 
the weaker language: The Ivy Hypothesis. Bilingualism: Language and 
Cognition, 7(01), 49-69.  
Blom, E. (2010). Effects of input on the early grammatical development of bilingual 
children. International Journal of Bilingualism.  
Bohman, T. M., Bedore, L. M., Peña, E. D., Mendez-Perez, A., & Gillam, R. B. 
(2010). What you hear and what you say: Language performance in Spanish–
English bilinguals. International Journal of Bilingual Education and 
Bilingualism, 13(3), 325-344.  
Bonnesen, M. (2009). The status of the “weaker” language in unbalanced 
French/German bilingual language acquisition. Bilingualism: Language and 
Cognition, 12(02), 177-192.  
Bosch, L., & Sebastian-Galles, N. (2001). Evidence of early language discrimination 
abilities in infants from bilingual environments. Infancy, 2(1), 29-49.  
Bowers, E. P., & Vasilyeva, M. (2011). The relation between teacher input and lexical 
growth of preschoolers. Applied psycholinguistics, 32(01), 221-241.  
Bridges, K., & Hoff, E. (2014). Older sibling influences on the language environment 
and language development of toddlers in bilingual homes. Applied 
psycholinguistics, 35(02), 225-241.  
Caldas, S. J. (2006). Raising bilingual-biliterate children in monolingual cultures 
(Vol. 57): Cambridge Univ Press. 
Cattani, A., Abbot‐Smith, K., Farag, R., Krott, A., Arreckx, F., Dennis, I., & Floccia, 
C. (2014). How much exposure to English is necessary for a bilingual toddler 
to perform like a monolingual peer in language tests? International Journal of 
Language & Communication Disorders, 49(6), 649-671.  
Cekaite, A., Blum-Kulka, S., Grøver, V., & Teubal, E. (2014). Children's Peer talk: 
Learning from each other: Cambridge University Press. 
203 
 
Cenoz, J., & Jessner, U. (Eds.). (2000). English in Europe: The acquisition of a third 
language. Multilingual Matters. 
Chan, A. (2010). The Cantonese double object construction with bei2 ‘give’in 
bilingual children: The role of input. International Journal of Bilingualism, 
14(1), 65-85.  
Chan, W. H., & Nicoladis, E. (2010). Predicting two Mandarin-English bilingual 
children’s first 50 words: Effects of frequency and relative exposure in the 
input. International Journal of Bilingualism, 14(2), 237-270.  
Chang-Smith, M. (2010). Developmental pathways for first language acquisition of 
Mandarin nominal expressions: Comparing monolingual with simultaneous 
Mandarin—English bilingual children. International Journal of Bilingualism, 
14(1), 11-35.  
Chao, Y. R. (1968). A grammar of spoken Chinese. Los Angeles: University of 
California Press. 
Chen, F. (2008). The expression of spatial relationship of entities in Chinese as a 
second language and its development. Shijie Hanyu Jiaoxue [Chinese teaching 
in the world], 114-124.  
Cheng, L. L.-S., & Sybesma, R. (1998). Yi-wan tang, yi-ge tang: Classifiers and 
massifiers. Tsing Hua journal of Chinese studies, 28(3), 385-412.  
Cheung, S. L. (1991). The Acquisition of Locative Constructions in Cantonese 
Children. (PhD Dissertation), Stanford University.    
Chien, Y.-C., Lust, B., & Chiang, C.-P. (2003). Chinese children's comprehension of 
count-classifiers and mass-classifiers. Journal of East Asian Linguistics, 12(2), 
91-120.  
Chomsky, N. (1986). Knowledge of language: Its nature, origin, and use. New York: 
Preger Books. 
Chung, P.-S. (2007). Acquisition of Cantonese sortal classifiers in Cantonese-English 
bilinguals. (MA Dissertation), The University of Hong Kong.    
Codó, E. (2008). Interviews and Questionnaires. In W. Li & G. M. Moyer (Eds.), 
Blackwell guide to research methods in bilingualism and multilingualism (pp. 
158-176). Hong Kong: Blackwell Publishing. 
Cuza, A., Pérez-Leroux, A. T., & Sánchez, L. (2013). The role of semantic transfer in 
clitic drop among simultaneous and sequential Chinese-Spanish bilinguals. 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 35(1), 93-125.  
David, A., & Li, W. (2008). Individual differences in the lexical development of 
French–English bilingual children. International Journal of Bilingual 
Education and Bilingualism, 11(5), 598-618.  
204 
 
De Houwer, A. (1990). The acquisition of two languages from birth: A case study: 
Cambridge University Press. 
De Houwer, A. (1995a). Bilingual language acquisition. London: Blackwell  
De Houwer, A. (1995b). Bilingual language acquisition. In P. Flectcher & B. 
MacWhinney (Eds.), The handbook of child language (pp. 219-250). Oxford, 
UK: Blackwell. 
De Houwer, A. (1998). By way of introduction: Methods in studies of bilingual first 
language acquisition. International Journal of Bilingualism, 2(3), 249-263.  
De Houwer, A. (2007). Parental language input patterns and children's bilingual use. 
Applied psycholinguistics, 28(03), 411-424.  
De Houwer, A. (2009). Bilingual first language acquisition: Multilingual Matters. 
De Houwer, A. (2014). The absolute frequency of maternal input to bilingual and 
monolingual children (Vol. 13). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 
De Houwer, A., & Bornstein, M. (2003). Balancing on the tightrope: Language use 
patterns in bilingual families with young children. Paper presented at the 4th 
International Symposium on Bilingualism, Tempe, Arizona, USA. 
De Houwer, A., Bornstein, M. H., & Putnick, D. L. (2014). A bilingual–monolingual 
comparison of young children's vocabulary size: Evidence from 
comprehension and production. Applied psycholinguistics, 35(06), 1189-1211.  
Del Gobbo, F. (2014). Classifiers. In C.-T. J. Huang, Y.-H. A. Li & A. Simpson (Eds.), 
The Handbook of Chinese Linguistics (pp. 26-48). Somerset, NJ, USA: John 
Wiley & Sons. 
Delcenserie, A., Genesee, F., & Gauthier, K. (2013). Language abilities of 
internationally adopted children from China during the early school years: 
Evidence for early age effects? Applied psycholinguistics, 34(03), 541-568.  
Deng, X. (2014). Space, events and language acquisition in Mandarin. (PhD 
Dissertation), The Chinese University of Hong Kong.    
Deng, X., & Yip, V. (2015). The linguistic encoding of space in child Mandarin: A 
corpus-based study. Linguistics, 53(5), 1079-1112.  
Dennig, S. L., & Leung, G. (2012). The Acquisition of Chinese as a First Language in 
the U.S.: The Cantonese Pespective. Paper presented at the the 24th North 
American Conference on Chinese Linguistics, University of San Francisco.  
Deuchar, M., & Quay, S. (2001). Bilingual acquisition: Theoretical implications of a 
case study. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
Döpke, S. (1992). One parent one language: An interactional approach (Vol. 3). 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.  
205 
 
Döpke, S. (1998). Competing language structures: The acquisition of verb placement 
by bilingual German-English children. Journal of child language, 25(03), 555-
584.  
Döpke, S. (2000). Cross-linguistic Structures in Simultaneous Bilingualism. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing. 
Eisenbeiss, S. (2010). Production methods in language acquisition research. In S. 
Unsworth & E. Blom (Eds.), Experimental methods. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins (pp. 11-34). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Erbaugh, M. S. (1986). Taking stock: The development of Chinese noun classifiers 
historically and in young children. In C. Craig (Ed.), Noun classes and 
categorization (pp. 399-436). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Joln Benjamins. 
Erbaugh, M. S. (1992). The acquisition of Mandarin. In D. I. Slobin (Ed.), The 
crosslinguistic study of language acquisition (Vol. 3, pp. 373-455). London, 
UK: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Erbaugh, M. S. (2006). Chinese classifiers: Their use and acquisition. In P. Li, L. H. 
Tan & E. Bates (Eds.), The Handbook of East Asian Psycholinguistics (Vol. 1). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Evans, N. (2011). Dying words: Endangered languages and what they have to tell us: 
John Wiley & Sons. 
Fang, F. (1985). 4–6 Sui Ertong Zhangwo Hanyu Liangci Shuiping De Shiyan Yanjiu 
[An Experiment on the Use of Classifiers by 4-to-6-Year-Olds]. Acta 
Psychologica Sinica(17), 384-392.  
Fantini, A. E. (1985). Language Acquisition of a Bilingual Child: A Sociolinguistic 
Perspective Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters  
Gámez, P. B. (2015). Classroom-based English exposure and English Language 
Learners’ expressive language skills. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 31, 
135-146.  
Gámez, P. B., & Levine, S. C. (2013). Oral language skills of Spanish-speaking 
English language learners: The impact of high-quality native language 
exposure. Applied psycholinguistics, 34(4), 673-696.  
Gao, H. H. (2010). A study of Swedish speakers' learning of Chinese noun classifiers. 
Nordic Journal of Linguistics, 33(02), 197-229.  
Gathercole, V. C. M., & Hoff, E. (2007). Input and the Acquisition of Language: 
Three Questions. In E. Hoff & M. Shatz (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of 
language development (pp. 107-127). Oxford, UK: Blackwell  
Gathercole, V. C. M., & Thomas, E. M. (2009). Bilingual first-language development: 
Dominant language takeover, threatened minority language take-up. 
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 12(02), 213-237.  
206 
 
Gawlitzek-Maiwald, I., & Tracy, R. (1996). Bilingual bootstrapping. Linguistics, 
34(5), 901-926.  
Genesee, F. (1989). Early bilingual development: one language or two? Journal of 
child language, 16(01), 161-179.  
Genesee, F., Nicoladis, E., & Paradis, J. (1995). Language differentiation in early 
bilingual development. Journal of child language, 22(03), 611-631.  
Gil, D. (2013). Numeral Classifiers. In M. S. Dryer & M. Haspelmath (Eds.), The 
World Atlas of Language Structures Online. Leipzig: Max Planck Institute for 
Evolutionary Anthropology. 
Granfeldt, J., Schlyter, S., & Kihlstedt, M. (2007). French as cL2, 2L1 and L1 in pre-
school children. PERLES: Petites études romanes de Lund, 21, 6-43.  
Grosjean, F. (1982). Life with two languages: An introduction to bilingualism: 
Harvard University Press. 
Grosjean, F. (1989). Neurolinguists, beware! The bilingual is not two monolinguals in 
one person. Brain and language, 36(1), 3-15.  
Grüter, T., Hurtado, N., Marchman, V. A., & Fernald, A. (2014). Language exposure 
and online processing efficiency in bilingual development. Input and 
experience in bilingual development, 15-36.  
Gu, C. C. (2010). Crosslinguistic influence in two directions: The acquisition of 
dative constructions in Cantonese—English bilingual children. International 
Journal of Bilingualism, 14(1), 87-103.  
Guo, X. (2002). Xiandai-Hanyu-liangci-yongfa-cidian [Dictionary for How to Use 
Classifiers in Modern Chinese]. Beijing: Yuwen Chubanshe  
Gutierrez-Clellen, V. F., & Kreiter, J. (2003). Understanding Child Bilingual 
Acquisition Using Parent and Teacher Reports. Applied psycholinguistics, 
24(2), 267-288.  
Hammer, C. S., Komaroff, E., Rodriguez, B. L., Lopez, L. M., Scarpino, S. E., & 
Goldstein, B. (2012). Predicting Spanish–English bilingual children’s 
language abilities. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 
55(5), 1251-1264.  
Harding, E., & Riley, P. (1986). The Bilingual Family: A Handbook for Parents. 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Hart, B., & Risley, T. R. (1995). Meaningful differences in the everyday experience of 
young American children: Paul H Brookes Publishing. 
Her, O.-S. (2012a). Distinguishing classifiers and measure words: A mathematical 
perspective and implications. Lingua, 122(14), 1668-1691.  
207 
 
Her, O.-S. (2012b). Structure of Classifiers and Measure Words: A Lexical Functional 
Account*. Language and linguistics, 13(6), 1211.  
Her, O.-S., & Hsieh, C.-T. (2010). On the semantic distinction between classifiers and 
measure words in Chinese. Language and linguistics, 11(3), 527-551.  
Hoff, E. (2006). How social contexts support and shape language development. 
Developmental Review, 26(1), 55-88.  
Hoff, E., & Core, C. (2013). Input and language development in bilingually 
developing children. Paper presented at the Seminars in speech and language. 
Hoff, E., Core, C., Place, S., Rumiche, R., Señor, M., & Parra, M. (2012). Dual 
language exposure and early bilingual development. Journal of child 
language, 39(01), 1-27.  
Hoff, E., Welsh, S., Place, S., & Ribot, K. (2014). Properties of dual language input 
that shape bilingual development and properties of environments that shape 
dual language input. Input and experience in bilingual development, 13, 119.  
Hsieh, M.-L. (2010). Post-verbal locative/directional phrases in child Mandarin: A 
longitudinal study. In C. Wilder & T. A. Åfarli (Eds.), Chinese matters : from 
grammar to first and second language acquisition (pp. 111-130). Trondheim, 
Norway: Tapir Academic Press. 
Hu, Q. (1993a). The acquisition of Chinese classifiers by young Mandarin-speaking 
children. (Ph.D Dissertation), Boston University.    
Hu, Q. (1993b). Overextension of animacy in Chinese classifier acquisition. Paper 
presented at the The proceedings of the twenty-fifth annual child language 
research forum, Stanford, California. 
Huang, C.-R., & Ahrens, K. (2003). Individuals, kinds and events: classifier coercion 
of nouns. Language Sciences, 25(4), 353-373.  
Huang, C.-T. J. (1994). More on Chinese word order and parametric theory. In B. 
Lust, M. Suñer & J. Whitman (Eds.), Syntactic theory and first language 
acquisition: cross-linguistic perspectives (Vol. 1, pp. 15-35). Hillsdale, N.J.: L. 
Erlbaum Associates. 
Hulk, A., & Müller, N. (2000). Bilingual first language acquisition at the interface 
between syntax and pragmatics. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 
3(03), 227-244.  
Hurtado, N., Marchman, V. A., & Fernald, A. (2008). Does input influence uptake? 
Links between maternal talk, processing speed and vocabulary size in 
Spanish‐learning children. Developmental science, 11(6), F31-F39.  
Huttenlocher, J., Vasilyeva, M., Cymerman, E., & Levine, S. (2002). Language input 
and child syntax. Cognitive psychology, 45(3), 337-374.  
208 
 
Itani-Adams, Y. (2013). One Child, Two Languages: Acquisition of Japanese and 
English as Bilingual First Languages. Munich: Lincom Europa. 
Jia, G., & Aaronson, D. (2003). A longitudinal study of Chinese children and 
adolescents learning English in the United States. Applied psycholinguistics, 
24(01), 131-161.  
Jia, G., & Fuse, A. (2007). Acquisition of English grammatical morphology by native 
Mandarin-speaking children and adolescents: Age-related differences. Journal 
of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 50(5), 1280-1299.  
Justice, L. M., Petscher, Y., Schatschneider, C., & Mashburn, A. (2011). Peer effects 
in preschool classrooms: Is children’s language growth associated with their 
classmates’ skills? Child development, 82(6), 1768-1777.  
Kasuya, H. (1998). Determinants of language choice in bilingual children: The role of 
input. International Journal of Bilingualism, 2(3), 327-346.  
Keller, K., Troesch, L. M., & Grob, A. (2015). First-born siblings show better second 
language skills than later born siblings. Frontiers in psychology, 6.  
Kim, A.-Y., Park, A., & Lust, B. (2016). Simultaneous vs. successive bilingualism 
among preschool-aged children: a study of four-year-old Korean–English 
bilinguals in the USA. International Journal of Bilingual Education and 
Bilingualism, 1-15.  
Kuhl, P. K., Tsao, F.-M., & Liu, H.-M. (2003). Foreign-language experience in 
infancy: Effects of short-term exposure and social interaction on phonetic 
learning. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 100(15), 9096-
9101.  
Kupisch, T. (2008). Dominance, mixing and cross-linguistic influence. In G. Fuentes，
Pedro, Larrañaga，Pilar & J. Clibbens (Eds.), First language acquisition of 
morphology and syntax: Perspectives across languages and learners (Vol. 45, 
pp. 9). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Kwan, S. W.-M. (2010). The Placement of Locative Prepositional Phrases in 
Cantonese: Processing and Iconicity. Taiwan Journal of Linguistics, 8(2), 163-
197.  
La Morgia, F. (2011). Bilingual first language acquisition: The nature of the weak 
language and the role of the input. Dublin City University.    
Labov, W. (1972). Sociolinguistic patterns. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Press. 
Lanza, E. (1993). Language mixing and language dominance in bilingual first 
language acquisition. Paper presented at the The proceedings of the twenty-
fourth annual child language research forum. 
209 
 
Lanza, E. (1997). Language contact in bilingual two-year-olds and code-switching: 
language encounters of a different kind? International Journal of 
Bilingualism, 1(2), 135-162.  
Lanza, E. (2004). Language mixing in infant bilingualism: A sociolinguistic 
perspective. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press  
Lanza, E., & Svendsen, B. A. (2007). Tell me who your friends are and I might be 
able to tell you what language (s) you speak: Social network analysis, 
multilingualism, and identity. International Journal of Bilingualism, 11(3), 
275-300.  
Law, S. (2015). Children learning Chinese as a home language in an English-
dominant society. International Journal of Bilingual Education and 
Bilingualism, 18(6), 735-748.  
Lee, T. H.-T. (1996). Theoretical issues in language development and Chinese child 
language. In C.-T. J. H. a. Y.-H. A. Li (Ed.), New horizons in Chinese 
linguistics (pp. 293-356). Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 
Lee, T. H.-T., & Wong, C. (1998). Cancorp: The Hong Kong Cantonese Child 
Language Corpus. Cahiers de Linguistique Asie Orientale(27), 211-228.  
Leopold, W. F. (1939–1949). Speech Development of a Bilingual Child: a Linguist’s 
Record (Vol. 1-IV). Evanston: Nothwestern University Press. 
Leśniewska, J., & Witalisz, E. (2014). Crosslinguistic Influence and Bilingual 
Children’s Weaker Language. In M. Pawlak & L. Aronin (Eds.), Essential 
Topics in Applied Linguistics and Multilingualism (pp. 225-233). Switzerland: 
Springer. 
Levey, S., & Cruz, D. (2003). The first words produced by children in bilingual 
English/Mandarin Chinese environments. Communication Disorders 
Quarterly, 24(3), 129-136.  
Li, C. N., & Thompson, S. A. (1981). Mandarin Chinese: A Functional Reference 
Grammar. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
Li, P. (1990). Aspect and aktionsart in child Mandarin. (PhD Dissertation), Leiden 
University.    
Li, P., Barner, D., & Huang, B. H. (2008). Classifiers as count syntax: Individuation 
and measurement in the acquisition of Mandarin Chinese. Language Learning 
and Development, 4(4), 249-290.  
Li, P., Huang, B., & Hsiao, Y. (2010). Learning that classifiers count: Mandarin-
speaking children’s acquisition of sortal and mensural classifiers. Journal of 
East Asian Linguistics, 19(3), 207-230.  
210 
 
Li, W. (1994). Three generations, two languages, one family: Language choice and 
language shift in a Chinese community in Britain (Vol. 104). Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters. 
Li, W. (2000). Dimensions of bilingualism. In W. Li (Ed.), The bilingualism reader 
(pp. 3-25). London and New York: Routledge. 
Li, W. (2010). BAMFLA: Issues, methods and directions. International Journal of 
Bilingualism, 14(1), 3-9.  
Li, W. (2011). The early acquisition of English as a second language. In A. De 
Houwer & A. Wilton (Eds.), English in Europe Today: sociocultural and 
educational perspectives (Vol. 8, pp. 95-112). Amsterdam: John Benjamins 
Publishing. 
Li, W., & Lee, S. (2001). L1 development in an L2 environment: The use of 
Cantonese classifiers and quantifiers by young British-born Chinese in 
Tyneside. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 
4(6), 359-382.  
Lim, V. P., Liow, S. J. R., Lincoln, M., Chan, Y. H., & Onslow, M. (2008). 
Determining language dominance in English-Mandarin bilinguals: 
Development of a self-report classification tool for clinical use. Applied 
psycholinguistics, 29(3), 389.  
Liu, F.-h. (2009). Aspect and the post-verbal zai phrase in Mandarin Chinese. In J. Z. 
Xing (Ed.), Studies of Chinese linguistics: Functional approaches (pp. 103-
129). Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press. 
Loke, K. K. (1991). A semantic analysis of young children’s use of Mandarin shape 
classifiers. In A. Kwan-Terry (Ed.), Child language development in Singapore 
and Malaysia (pp. 98-116). Singapore: Singapore University Press. 
Loke, K. K., & Harrison, G. (1986). Young children’s use of Chinese (Cantonese and 
Mandarin) sortal classifiers. In H. S. R. Kao & R. Hoosain (Eds.), Linguistics, 
psychology, and the Chinese language (pp. 125-146). Hong Kong: Centre of 
Asian Studies, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong. 
Lü, S. (1980). Xiandai hanyu babai ci [Eight hundred words in modern Chinese]. 
Beijing: Shangwu Yinshuguan. 
Luo, L.-P. (2011). An aspectual approach to the postverbal locative zai-phrase. Paper 
presented at the Proceedings of the 23rd North American Conference on 
Chinese Linguistics, University of Oregon. 
Lust, B., Flynn, S., Blume, M., Park, S. W., Kang, C., Yang, S., & Kim, A.-Y. (2016). 
Assessing child bilingualism: Direct assessment of bilingual syntax amends 
caretaker report. International Journal of Bilingualism, 20(2), 153-172.  
MacWhinney, B. (2000). The CHILDES Project: Tools for Analyzing Talk (3rd ed.). 
Mahwah, NJ Lawrence Erlbaum. 
211 
 
MacWhinney, B. (2008). Enriching CHILDES for Morphosyntactic Analysis. In H. 
Behrens (Ed.), Corpara in Language Acquisition Research (pp. 165-179). 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Mak, D. L.-W. (1991). The acquisition of classifiers in Cantonese. (PhD Dissertation), 
University of Reading.    
Mashburn, A. J., Justice, L. M., Downer, J. T., & Pianta, R. C. (2009). Peer effects on 
children’s language achievement during pre‐kindergarten. Child 
development, 80(3), 686-702.  
Matthews, S., & Yip, V. (2009). Contact-induced grammaticalization Evidence from 
bilingual acquisition. Studies in Language, 33(2), 366-395.  
Matthews, S., & Yip, V. (2011). Unbalanced bilingual acquisition as a mechanism of 
grammatical change. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 14(02), 159-161.  
Matthews, S., & Yip, V. (2013). Cantonese: A Comprehensive Grammar. London: 
Routledge. 
Matthews, S., & Yip, V. (2014). Bilingual and Multilingual Acquisition of Chinese 
The Handbook of Chinese Linguistics (pp. 493-510): John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
McLaughlin, B. (1978). Second language acquisition in childhood. Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Medojević, L. (2014). The effect of the first year of schooling on bilingual language 
development: a study of second and third generation Serbian-Australian 5-
year-old bilingual children from a processability perspective. (PhD 
Dissertation), Western Sydney University, Sydney.    
Meisel, J. M. (1989). Early differentiation of languages in bilingual children. In K. 
Hyltenstam & L. K. Obler (Eds.), Bilingualism across the lifespan: Aspects of 
acquisition, maturity and loss (pp. 13-40). Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 
Meisel, J. M. (1990a). Two first languages : early grammatical development in 
bilingual children. Dordrecht, Holland ; Providence RI, U.S.A.: Foris. 
Meisel, J. M. (2001). The simultaneous acquisition of two first languages. In J. Cenoz 
& F. Genesee (Eds.), Trends in bilingual acquisition (Vol. 1, pp. 11). 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Meisel, J. M. (2007). The weaker language in early child bilingualism: Acquiring a 
first language as a second language? Applied psycholinguistics, 28(03), 495-
514.  
Meisel, J. M. (2008). Child second language acquisition or successive first language 
acquisition. Current trends in child second language acquisition, 55-80.  
212 
 
Meisel, J. M. (2009). Second language acquisition in early childhood. Zeitschrift Fur 
Sprachwissenschaft, 28(1), 5-34.  
Meisel, J. M. (Ed.). (1990b). Two first languages: Early grammatical development in 
bilingual children (Vol. 10). Dordrecht: Foris. 
Milroy, L., & Li, W. (1995). A social network approach to code-switching. 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Mok, P. P. (2011). The acquisition of speech rhythm by three-year-old bilingual and 
monolingual children: Cantonese and English. Bilingualism: Language and 
Cognition, 14(04), 458-472.  
Montanari, S. (2009). Pragmatic differentiation in early trilingual development. 
Journal of child language, 36(3), 597-627.  
Montanari, S. (2011). Phonological differentiation before age two in a Tagalog–
Spanish–English trilingual child. International Journal of Multilingualism, 
8(1), 5-21.  
Montanari, S. (2013). Productive Trilingualism in Infancy: What Makes it Possible? 
World Journal of English Language, 3(1), 62.  
Montrul, S. A. (2008). Incomplete acquisition in bilingualism: Re-examining the age 
factor (Vol. 39). Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing. 
Morgia, F. L. (2015). Assessing the relationship between input and strength of 
language development: A study on Italian–English bilingual children. In C. 
Silva-Corvalán & J. Treffers-Daller (Eds.), Language dominance in 
bilinguals: Issues of measurement and operationalization (pp. 195-218): 
Cambridge University Press. 
Müller, N., & Hulk, A. (2001). Crosslinguistic influence in bilingual language 
acquisition: Italian and French as recipient languages. Bilingualism: Language 
and Cognition, 4(01), 1-21.  
Myers, J., Gong, S.-P., Shen, Z.-G., & Min-Hsiung, C.-Y. (1999). The semantic 
content of the general classifier in Mandarin. Paper presented at the Presented 
at the International Association of Chinese Linguistics Eighth Annual 
Conference, Melbourne, Australia. 
Nicoladis, E. (2001). Finding first words in the input. Trends in bilingual acquisition, 
131-147.  
Nicoladis, E., & Grabois, H. (2002). Learning English and losing Chinese: A case 
study of a child adopted from China. International Journal of Bilingualism, 
6(4), 441-454.  
Nicoladis, E., & Yin, H. (2010). Evidence for the roll of freqnency in the acquisition 
of lexicalizaiton patterns of Chinese-English bilingual children. Journal of 
Chinese Linguistics, 288-322.  
213 
 
Ning, C., & Gu, G. (2013). Xuelingqian Ertong  Yuyan Nengli Ceshi[Language 
Competence Assessment of Preschool Children]. Tianjing: Tianjing University. 
Nortier, J. (2008). Types and Sources of Bilingual Data. In W. Li & G. M. Melissa 
(Eds.), Blackwell guide to research methods in bilingualism and 
multilingualism (pp. 35-52). Hong Kong: Blackwell Publishing. 
O'Grady, W., Schafer, A. J., Perla, J., Lee, O.-S., & Wieting, J. (2009). A 
psycholinguistic tool for the assessment of language loss: The HALA project.  
Paradis, J. (2010). Bilingual children's acquisition of English verb morphology: 
Effects of language exposure, structure complexity, and task type. Language 
Learning, 60(3), 651-680.  
Paradis, J. (2011). Individual differences in child English second language 
acquisition: Comparing child-internal and child-external factors. Linguistic 
Approaches to Bilingualism, 1(3), 213-237.  
Paradis, J., Emmerzael, K., & Duncan, T. S. (2010). Assessment of English language 
learners: Using parent report on first language development. Journal of 
Communication Disorders, 43(6), 474-497.  
Paradis, J., & Genesee, F. (1996). Syntactic acquisition in bilingual children. Studies 
in Second Language Acquisition, 18(01), 1-25.  
Paradis, J., Genesee, F., & Crago, M. (2011). Dual language development and 
disorders (Vol. 2). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishing. 
Paradis, J., & Grüter, T. (2014). Introduction to “Input and experience in bilingual 
development” (Vol. 13). Amsterdam/Piladelphia: John Benjamins. 
Park-Johnson, S. K. (2016). Crosslinguistic influence of wh-in-situ questions by 
Korean-English bilingual children. International Journal of Bilingualism, 
1367006916629224.  
Pearson, B. Z. (2007). Social factors in childhood bilingualism in the United States. 
Applied psycholinguistics, 28(03), 399-410.  
Pearson, B. Z., Fernandez, S. C., Lewedeg, V., & Oller, D. K. (1997). The relation of 
input factors to lexical learning by bilingual infants. Applied psycholinguistics, 
18(1), 41-58. doi: Doi 10.1017/S0142716400009863 
Pierce, L. J., Genesee, F., & Paradis, J. (2013). Acquisition of English grammatical 
morphology by internationally adopted children from China. Journal of child 
language, 40(05), 1076-1090.  
Place, S., & Hoff, E. (2011). Properties of dual language exposure that influence 2‐
year‐olds’ bilingual proficiency. Child development, 82(6), 1834-1849.  
214 
 
Pollock, K., Price, J., & Fulmer, K. (2003). Speech–language acquisition in children 
adopted from China: A longitudinal investigation of two children. Journal of 
Multilingual Communication Disorders, 1(3), 184-193.  
Qi, R. (2010). Pronoun acquisition in a Mandarin-English bilingual child. The 
International Journal of Bilingualism, 14(1), 37-65.  
Qi, R. (2011). The Bilingual Acquisition of English and Mandarin: Chinese Children 
in Australia. New York: Cambria Press. 
Qi, R., & Di Biase, B. (2005). L2 and L1 Patterns in the bilingual language 
development of a Mandarin-English child. Paper presented at the the Fifth 
International Symposium on Bilingualism Barcelona, Spain. 
Qi, R., & Di Biase, B. (2012). Does the weaker language of a Mandarin English 
bilingual child develop like L1 or L2? Paper presented at the International 
Conference on Bilingualism and Comparative Linguistics, the Chinese 
University of Hong Kong. 
Qi, R., & Di Biase, B. (2016). How weak is weak language? crosslinguistic and 
environmental influence on Mandarin-English bilingual development. Paper 
presented at the Pacific Second Language Acquisition Forum, Chuo 
University, Tokyo. 
Qi, R., Di Biase, B., & Campbell, S. (2006). The transition from nominal to 
pronominal person reference in the early language of a Mandarin-English 
bilingual child. International Journal of Bilingualism, 10(3), 301-329. 
Qi, R., & Wu, W. (2015). Input and Acquisition of Mandarin Classifiers by English- 
Mandarin Bilingual Children in China. China Language Strategies. (1):86-106. 
 
Qi, R., & Wu, W. (2017). Bilingual Acquisition of Children from Immigrant Families. 
China Language Strategies.(1): 64-76. 
 
Quay, S., & Montanari, S. (2016). Early Bilingualism: From Differentiation to the 
Impact of Family Language Practices. Berlin: De Gruyter. 
Romaine, S. (1995). Bilingualism (Second ed.). Oxford, UK: Blackwell. 
Ronjat, J. (1913). Le Développement du Langage Observé Chez un Enfant Bilingue. 
Paris: Champion. 
Saunders, G. (1988). Bilingual Children: From Birth to Teens. Clevedon: UK: 
Multilingual Matters. 
Schechter, C., & Bye, B. (2007). Preliminary evidence for the impact of mixed-
income preschools on low-income children's language growth. Early 
Childhood Research Quarterly, 22(1), 137-146.  
Schlyter, S. (1993). The weaker language in bilingual Swedish-French children. In K. 
Hyltenstam & A. Viberg (Eds.), Progression & regression in language: 
215 
 
sociocultural, neuropsychological, & linguistic perspectives (pp. 289-308). 
London, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Schlyter, S., & Håkansson, G. (1994). Word order in Swedish as the first language, 
second language and weaker language in bilinguals. In K. Hyltenstam (Ed.), 
Scandinavian Working Papers in Bilingualism (Vol. 9, pp. 49-66). Stockholm, 
Sweden: Stockholm University, Centre for Research on Bilingualism. 
Sebastián-Gallés, N., Echeverría, S., & Bosch, L. (2005). The influence of initial 
exposure on lexical representation: Comparing early and simultaneous 
bilinguals. Journal of Memory and Language, 52(2), 240-255.  
Serratrice, L., Sorace, A., & Paoli, S. (2004). Crosslinguistic influence at the syntax–
pragmatics interface: Subjects and objects in English–Italian bilingual and 
monolingual acquisition. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 7(03), 183-
205.  
Sheng, L., Lu, Y., & Gollan, T. H. (2014). Assessing language dominance in 
Mandarin–English bilinguals: Convergence and divergence between 
subjective and objective measures. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 
17(02), 364-383.  
Sheng, L., Lu, Y., & Kan, P. F. (2011). Lexical development in Mandarin–English 
bilingual children. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 14(04), 579-587.  
Shin, S. J. (2002). Birth order and the language experience of bilingual children. 
TESOL Quarterly, 36(1), 103-113.  
Silva-Corvalán, C. (2014). Bilingual language acquisition : Spanish and English in 
the first six years. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Song, Q. (2013). A Demographic Sociological Analysis of Foreigners and Hong 
Kong, Macau and Taiwan Residents in Mainland China. Journal of Shangdong 
University （Social Science Edition）, 2(1), 89-99.  
Stevens, G., & Ishizawa, H. (2007). Variation Among Siblings in the Use of a Non–
English Language. Journal of Family Issues, 28(8), 1008-1025.  
Szeto, K.-S. (1998). The acquisition of Cantonese classifiers. (MPhil Dissertation), 
The University of Hong Kong.  
Tabors, P. O. (2008). One child, two languages: A guide for early childhood educators 
of children learning English as a second language. Baltimore, MD: Paul H. 
Brookes Publishing Company.   
Taeschner, T. (1983). The sun is feminine : a study on language acquisition in 
bilingual children. Berlin ; New York: Springer-Verlag. 
Tai, J. (1994). Chinese classifier systems and human categorization. In M. Chen & O. 
Tzeng (Eds.), In honor of William S.-Y. Wang: Interdisciplinary studies on 
216 
 
language and language change (pp. 479-494). Taiwan: Pyramid Publishing 
Company. 
Tai, J., & Wang, L. (1990). A Semantic Study of the Classifier Tiao. Journal of the 
Chinese Language Teachers Association, 25(1), 35-56.  
Tai, J. H. (1975). On two functions of place adverbials in Mandarin Chinese. Journal 
of Chinese Linguistics, 154-179.  
Takeuchi, M. (2006). Raising children bilingually through the'one parent-one 
language'approach: A case study of Japanese mothers in the Australian 
context (Vol. 299): Peter Lang. 
Tan, T. X., Loker, T., Dedrick, R. F., & Marfo, K. (2012). Second-first language 
acquisition: analysis of expressive language skills in a sample of girls adopted 
from China. Journal of child language, 39(02), 365-382.  
Tardif, T. (1996). Nouns are not always learned before verbs: Evidence from 
Mandarin speakers' early vocabularies. Developmental psychology, 32(3), 492.  
Tardif, T. Z. (1993). Adult-to-child speech and language acquisition in Mandarin 
Chinese. (PhD Dissertation), Yale University.    
Thordardottir, E. (2011). The relationship between bilingual exposure and vocabulary 
development. International Journal of Bilingualism, 15(4), 426-445.  
Thordardottir, E. (2014). The relationship between bilingual exposure and 
morphosyntactic development. International journal of speech-language 
pathology, 17(2), 97-114.  
Tomasello, M. (2000). Do young children have adult syntactic competence? 
Cognition, 74(3), 209-253.  
Treffers-Daller, J. (2011). Operationalizing and measuring language dominance. 
International Journal of Bilingualism, 15(2), 147-163.  
Treffers-Daller, J. (2015a). Conclusion. In C. Silva-Corvalán & J. Treffers-Daller 
(Eds.), Language dominance in bilinguals: Issues of measurement and 
operationalization (pp. 266-268): Cambridge University Press. 
Treffers-Daller, J. (2015b). Language dominance: The construct, its measurement, and 
operationalization. In C. Silva-Corvalán & J. Treffers-Daller (Eds.), Language 
dominance in bilinguals: Issues of measurement and operationalization (pp. 
235-265): Cambridge University Press. 
Tse, S. K., Li, H., & Leung, S. O. (2007). The acquisition of Cantonese classifiers by 
preschool children in Hong Kong. Journal of child language, 34(03), 495-517.  
Tucker, G. R. (1998). A global perspective on multilingualism and multilingual 
education. In J. Cenoz & F. Genesee (Eds.), Beyond Bilingualism: 
Multilingualism and Multilingual Education (pp. 3-15). Clevedon: Mutilingual 
Matters. 
217 
 
Unsworth, S. (2003). Testing Hulk & Müller (2000) on crosslinguistic influence: Root 
Infinitives in a bilingual German/English child. Bilingualism: Language and 
Cognition, 6(02), 143-158.  
Unsworth, S. (2013a). Assessing the role of current and cumulative exposure in 
simultaneous bilingual acquisition: The case of Dutch gender. Bilingualism: 
Language and Cognition, 16(01), 86-110.  
Unsworth, S. (2013b). Current issues in multilingual first language acquisition. 
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 33, 21-50.  
Unsworth, S. (2014). Comparing the role of input in bilingual acquisition across 
domains. In T. Grüter & J. Paradis (Eds.), Input and experience in bilingual 
development (pp. 181-201). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 
Unsworth, S. (2015). Amount of exposure as a proxy for dominance in bilingual 
language acquisition. In C. Silva-Corvalán & J. Treffers-Daller (Eds.), 
Language dominance in bilinguals: Issues of measurement and 
operationalization (pp. 156-173). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 
Press. 
Unsworth, S. (2016). Quantity and quality of language input in bilingual language 
development. In E. Nicoladis & S. Montanari (Eds.), Bilingualism across the 
lifespan (pp. 136-196). Berlin: De Gruyter. 
Valian, V. (1991). Syntactic subjects in the early speech of American and Italian 
children. Cognition, 40(1-2), 21-81.  
Volterra, V., & Taeschner, T. (1978). The acquisition and development of language by 
bilingual children. Journal of child language, 5(02), 311-326.  
Wang, X.-L. (2008). Growing up with three languages: Birth to eleven (Vol. 11). 
Bristol: Multilingual matters. 
Wu, W., & Qi, R. (2018). ge zai yinghan shuangyu ertong zhong de fanhua: yuyan 
shuru de yingxiang [bilingual children’s overgeneralisation of the classifier ge 
in Chinese: what is the role of caretakers' input?] Yuyan Zhanluo Yanjiu 
[Chinese Journal of Language Policy and Planning], 3 (1): 78-87. 
Xu, D., Chew, C. H., & Chen, S. (1998). Language use and language attitudes in the 
Singapore Chinese community. In S. Gopinathan, A. Pakir, H. W. Kam & V. 
Saravanan (Eds.), Language, Society and Education in Singapore: Issues and 
Trends (2 ed., pp. 133-154). Singapore: Times Academic Press. 
Xu, D., Wang, X., & Li, W. (2008). Social Network Analysis. In W. Li & G. M. 
Moyer (Eds.), Blackwell guide to research methods in bilingualism and 
multilingualism (pp. 263-274). Hong Kong: Blackwell Publishing. 
Yamamoto, M. (2001). Language use in interlingual families: A Japanese-English 
sociolinguistic study (Vol. 30). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters. 
218 
 
Yang, H.-Y., & Zhu, H. (2010). The phonological development of a trilingual child: 
Facts and factors. International Journal of Bilingualism, 14(1), 105-126.  
Yang, R. (2001). Common nouns, classifiers, and quantification in Chinese. (PhD 
Dissertation), Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey.    
Yin, R. K. (1984). Case study research: Design and methods. Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Ying, H., Chen, G., Song, Z., Shao, W., & Guo, Y. (1986). 4–7 Sui Ertong Zhangwo 
Liangci De Tedian [Characteristics of 4-to-7-year-olds in Mastering 
Classifiers]. In M. Zhu (Ed.), Ertong Yuyan Fazhan Yanjiu [Child Language 
Development Research] (pp. 91-103). Shanghai: Huadong Shifan Daxue 
Chubanshe. 
Yip, V. (2013). Simultaneous language acquisition. In F. Grosjean & P. Li (Eds.), The 
psycholinguistics of bilingualism (pp. 119-136). Oxford, UK: Wiley-blackwell. 
Yip, V., & Matthews, S. (2000). Syntactic Transfer in a Cantonese-English Bilingual 
Child. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 3(3), 193-208.  
Yip, V., & Matthews, S. (2006). Assessing language dominance in bilingual 
acquisition: A case for mean length utterance differentials. Language 
Assessment Quarterly: An International Journal, 3(2), 97-116.  
Yip, V., & Matthews, S. (2007). The bilingual child: Early development and language 
contact. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Yip, V., & Matthews, S. (2010). The acquisition of Chinese in bilingual and 
multilingual contexts. The International Journal of Bilingualism, 14(1), 127.  
Yip, V., & Matthews, S. (2016). Code-Mixing and Mixed Verbs in Cantonese-English 
Bilingual Children: Input and Innovation. Languages, 1(1), 4.  
Zhang, D. (2010). Language maintenance and language shift among Chinese 
immigrant parents and their second-generation children in the US. Bilingual 
Research Journal, 33(1), 42-60.  
Zhang, D., & Slaughter-Defoe, D. T. (2009). Language attitudes and heritage 
language maintenance among Chinese immigrant families in the USA. 
Language, Culture and Curriculum, 22(2), 77-93.  
Zhang, Y., & Guo, T. (2014). cong 'zai' zi ju kan ertong de zaoqi jufa fazhan 
[Syntactic development in early childhood: a perspective from zai-PP]. 
Dangdai yuyanxue [Contemporary Linguistics], 4, 422-435.  
Zhou, J. (2009). hanyu ertong yuyan fazhan yanjiu: guoji ertong yuliaoku yanjiu de 
yingyong yu fazhan [Research on the language development of Chinese 
children: the application and development of the research method of 
international child language corpora]. Beijing: Educational Science 
Publishing House. 
219 
 
Zhu, H., & Dodd, B. (2000). The phonological acquisition of Putonghua (modern 
standard Chinese). Journal of child language, 27(01), 3-42.  
Zhu, H., & Li, W. (2005). Bi-and multilingual language acquisition. In M. Ball (Ed.), 
Clinical sociolinguistics (pp. 165-179). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters. 
 
 
 
 
220 
 
Appendix A  Bilingual Children’s Input and Sociolinguistic Settings  
HJ’s sociolinguistic settings and input conditions 
Age 
period 
Place of 
Residence 
Sociolinguistic 
settings 
Context Carers Input 
Amount 
(hrs/day) 
0-0;3 Australia Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Mother 
Father 
Sibling 
E 8 
0;3-1;3 China Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese househelper 
Other Activities 
Mother 
Father 
Sibling 
E 
 
 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
 
 
2 
1;3-1;4 Thailand 
Family 
Friends 
Holiday 
Meetings 
Mother 
Father 
Sibling 
Others 
E 
M 
T 
7 
1 
1 
1;4-2;6 China Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
Mother 
Father 
Chinese 
helper 
Sibling 
E 
 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
 
2 
2;6-2;9 China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kids Story Club 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
 
Chinese Story Telling 
 
Mother 
Father 
Sibling 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and peers 
E 
 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
2;9-3;5 China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(3 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Sibling 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and peers 
E 
 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
1 
3;5-4;2 China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(4 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Sibling 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and Peers 
E 
 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
2 
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ZH’s sociolinguistic settings and input conditions 
Age 
period 
Place of 
Residence 
Sociolinguistic 
settings 
Context Carers Input 
Amount 
(hrs/day) 
0-1;7 
Beijing 
China 
Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese househelper 
Other Activities 
Mother 
Father 
 
 
E 
 
 
M 
7 
 
 
1 
1;7-2;2 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Various Activities 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities  
 
 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
6 
 
 
 
 
2 
2;3-3;3 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese househelper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(5 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
andpeers 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
5 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
3 
3;4- 
3;9 
America Family 
 
 
Daily routine 
English lessonsandTV 
Activities with 
extended families, 
relatives and friends 
Mother 
Father 
Grandma 
Grandpa 
Siblings 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
 
 
 
3;10-
4;5 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English lessonsandTV 
 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(5 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and Peers 
 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
 
5 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
3 
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EZ’s sociolinguistic settings and input conditions 
Age 
period 
Place of 
Residence 
Sociolinguistic 
settings 
Context Carers Input 
Amount 
(hrs/day) 
0-1;6 
South 
Africa 
Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
 
Mother 
Father 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
8 
 
 
 
1;7-2;0 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Various Activities 
 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities  
 
 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
7 
 
 
 
 
1 
2;1-2;7 
South 
Africa 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese househelper 
Other Activities 
 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
8 
 
 
 
2;7-2;11 
 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Various Activities 
 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities  
 
 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
8 
 
 
 
 
1 
3;0-4;0 Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English lessonsandTV 
 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(2 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and 
Peers 
 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
 
7 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
1 
4;1-4;10 Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English lessonsandTV 
 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(3 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and 
Peers 
 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
 
6 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
2 
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XM’s sociolinguistic settings and input conditions 
Age 
period 
Place of 
Residence 
Sociolinguistic 
settings 
Context Carers Input 
Amount 
(hrs/day) 
0-0.6 US Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Various Activities  
 
Chinese Church 
Chinese Friends 
Visiting twice a week 
Mother 
Father 
Grandpa 
Grandma 
 
E 
 
 
M 
7 
 
 
1 
0.6-1;6 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese 
househelper 
Other Activities 
Mother 
Father 
Sister 
 
E 
 
 
M 
7 
 
 
1 
1;6-2;0 US Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Various Activities  
 
Chinese Church 
Chinese Friends 
Visiting twice a week 
Mother 
Father 
Grandpa 
Grandma 
 
 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
M 
7 
 
 
 
 
1 
2;0-3;0 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese 
househelper 
Other Activities 
Mother 
Father 
Sister 
 
 
 
 
 
E 
 
M 
 
 
M 
6 
 
1 
 
 
1 
3;0-4;7 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
Kids Club 
Daily routine 
English 
LessonsandTV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese 
househelper 
Other Activities 
 
Kids club activities 
(3 times/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Sister 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
andpeers 
E 
 
 
M 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
2 
 
 
1 
4;7;-5;4 
 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English 
LessonsandTV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-
helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(5 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Sister 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
And peers 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
M 
5 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
2 
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HW’s sociolinguistic settings and input conditions 
Age 
period 
Place of 
Residence 
Sociolinguistic 
settings 
Context Carers Input 
Amount 
(hrs/day) 
0-2;5 Australia Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Mother 
Father 
 
E 8 
2;5-3;0 China Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese guests 
visiting 
Other Activities 
Mother 
Father 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
 
 
2 
3;0-3;4 China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese guests 
visiting 
Other Activities 
Childcare Life 
(2 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
 
E 
 
M 
 
 
M 
6 
 
2 
 
 
1 
3;4;-3;5 Thailand Family 
Friends 
Holiday 
Meetings 
Mother 
Father 
Others 
E 
M 
T 
7 
1 
1 
3;5-4;5 China Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(3 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Sibling 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and peers 
E 
 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
 
 
 
1.5 
 
 
 
1.5 
4;5-5;9 China Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(4 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and Peers 
E 
 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
2 
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JD’s sociolinguistic settings and input conditions 
Age 
period 
Place of 
Residence 
Sociolinguistic 
settings 
Context Carers Input 
Amount 
(hrs/day) 
0-2;6 South Africa Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
 
 
Mother 
Father 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
8 
 
 
 
2;7-3;0 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Various Activities 
 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities  
 
Childcare Life 
(2 mornings/w) 
 
 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
E 
 
 
M 
 
M 
 
7 
 
 
1 
 
1 
3;1-3;7 South Africa 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Other Activities 
 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
 
 
3;8-3;11 
 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-telling 
Various Activities 
 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities  
 
 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
M 
 
8 
 
 
 
 
1 
4;0-5;0 Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English 
lessonsandTV 
 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-
helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(2 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and Peers 
 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
 
6 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
2 
5;1-5;10 Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English 
lessonsandTV 
 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-
helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(3 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
Siblings 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and Peers 
 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
 
6 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
2 
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ML’s sociolinguistic settings and input conditions 
Age 
period 
Place of 
Residence 
Sociolinguistic 
settings 
Context Carers Input 
Amount 
(hrs/day) 
0-2;0 
Beijing 
China 
Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-
telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
Mother 
Father 
 
2 
E 
 
 
M 
6 
 
 
2 
2;1-2;6 America Family 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-
telling 
Various Activities  
 
 
Mother 
Father 
Grandpa 
Grandma 
Peers 
E 
8 
 
 
 
2;7-3;6 
Beijing 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English TV 
English Story-
telling 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(5 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
 
E 
 
M 
 
 
M 
5 
 
1 
 
 
3 
3;7;-5;0 
 
Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English lessons 
English TV 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-
helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(5 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
 
E 
 
M 
 
 
M 
5 
 
1 
 
 
3 
5;1- 
5;6 
America Family Daily routine 
English 
lessonsandTV 
Activities with 
extended 
families, relatives 
and friends 
Mother 
Father 
Grandma 
Grandpa 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
 
 
 
5;7-5;10 Xi’an 
China 
Family 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Childcare 
Daily routine 
English 
lessonsandTV 
 
 
Chinese TV 
Chinese house-
helper 
Other Activities 
 
Childcare Life 
(5 mornings/w) 
Mother 
Father 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers 
and Peers 
 
E 
 
 
 
M 
 
 
 
M 
 
5 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
3 
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Appendix B  Details of Recordings over Four Months 
NO. Filename Duration Class/Child Place Activities Type 
1 Feb2701 0:06:28 moon classroom class time video 
2 Feb2702 0:14:30 moon classroom class time video 
3 Feb2703 0:04:38 moon classroom art class video 
4 Feb2704 0:05:42 all dining room lunch video 
5 Feb2705 0:10:32 EZ play room break time audio 
6 Feb2706 0:08:26 HJ play room after lunch audio 
7 Mar0401 0:23:00 star classroom class time audio 
8 Mar0701 0:01:51 EZ,HJ,ZH play room break time video 
9 Mar0702 0:01:35 star play room before class video 
10 Mar0703 0:03:48 star classroom class time video 
11 Mar0704 0:12:25 star classroom art class video 
12 Mar1201 0:02:10 ZH,HJ,HW washroom washing hands video 
13 Mar1202 0:18:48 moon classroom art class video 
14 Mar1501 0:41:26 sun classroom class time audio 
15 Mar2001 0:16:29 star classroom class time audio 
16 Mar2002 0:06:23 star classroom class time video 
17 Mar2003 0:09:17 star play room play cards video 
18 Mar2101 0:10:46 JD,XM courtyard playing video 
19 Mar2102 0:03:44 sun at the door going out video 
20 Mar2103 0:04:43 sun courtyard playing video 
21 Mar2701 0:07:22 ML classroom talking with WH video 
22 Mar2702 0:02:00 ML,TT dining room talking with WH video 
23 Mar2703 0:00:40 HW play room talking with WH video 
24 Mar2704 0:08:48 HJ,ZH,JJ play room talking with WH video 
25 Mar2705 0:02:21 ZH,XM,QN play room playing video 
26 Mar2706 0:06:58 EZ,JD,XM waiting room before lunch video 
27 Apr0401 0:12:06 star classroom class time video 
28 Apr0402 0:10:47 JD,XC classroom break time video 
29 Apr0403 0:09:25 bi&mo children play room after lunch video 
30 Apr0404 0:00:41 EZ,JD play room after lunch video 
31 Apr0405 0:09:55 bi&mo children play room playing video 
32 Apr0406 0:06:24 HW play room talking with WH video 
33 Apr1001 0:13:09 all dining room eating snacks video 
34 Apr1002 0:08:53 sun classroom class time video 
35 Apr1003 0:15:40 mainly bi children dining room before lunch video 
36 Apr1101 0:04:58 JD dining room before lunch video 
37 Apr1102 0:04:25 JD,XM,EZ waiting room after class video 
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38 Apr1103 0:06:11 moon classroom class time video 
39 Apr1104 0:11:16 star classroom class time video 
40 Apr1701 0:09:08 all dining room eating snacks video 
41 Apr1702 0:06:34 star washroom washing hands video 
42 Apr1703 0:08:52 moon outside playing video 
43 Apr1704 0:08:23 star classroom class time video 
44 Apr1705 0:02:46 moon classroom class time video 
45 Apr1706 0:09:07 moon classroom art class video 
46 Apr1707 0:04:14 bi&mo children play room free playing video 
47 Apr1708 0:02:37 JD,EZ waiting room waiting and talking video 
48 Apr1709 0:02:00 bi&mo children play room free playing video 
49 Apr2601 0:06:19 bi&mo children play room story time video 
50 Apr2602 0:21:53 moon&sun classroom art class video 
51 May0901 0:29:03 star outside outdoor activies video 
52 May0902 0:03:56 EZ,JD,XM waiting room waiting and talking video 
53 May1501 0:14:45 star classroom class time video 
54 May1502 0:02:17 bi&mo children dining room drinking water video 
55 May1503 0:04:44 sun classroom class time video 
56 May1504 0:04:10 moon classroom art class video 
57 May1505 0:06:28 star play room free playing video 
58 May1506 0:01:31 star classroom story time video 
59 May2201 0:14:05 moon play room free playing video 
60 May2202 0:10:44 EZ,JD,XM waiting room waiting and talking video 
61 May2301 0:19:47 bi&mo children play room Jessie's visit video 
62 May2302 0:13:54 sun&moon classroom class time video 
63 May2501 0:42:49 ML,ZL ZL's home free playing audio 
64 May2901 0:09:34 moon classroom art class video 
65 May2902 0:03:18 EZ,HJ play room free playing video 
66 May2903 0:19:57 star classroom art class video 
67 May2904 0:02:45 bi&mo children classroom free time video 
68 June0701 0:07:11 bi&mo children dining room snack time video 
69 June0702 0:03:15 moon classroom before class video 
70 June0703 0:12:46 star play room playing games video 
71 June0704 0:08:43 sun classroom class time video 
72 June0705 0:11:13 star play room playing games video 
73 June0706 0:03:34 moon classroom art class video 
74 June0707 0:02:10 HW play room free playing video 
75 June1301 0:06:40 bi&mo children outside outdoor activities video 
76 June1302 0:08:17 bi&mo children dining room snack time video 
77 June1303 0:12:58 HJ,ML,HW,ZH play room free playing video 
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78 June2701 0:06:19 bi&mo children dining room lunch time video 
79 June2702 0:02:11 XM waiting room waiting to go home video 
80 June2703 0:02:44 ZH dining room lunch time video 
81 June2704 0:16:45 HW,HJ,ZH play room after lunch video 
Total Duration:     739 minutes Each episode on average: 9 minutes      
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Appendix C  Ethical Considerations 
 
Data collection should always adhere to research ethics to guarantee that the research 
will not harm participants in any way. All the data to be used in this research have 
been collected from my previous research – bringing up English-Mandarin bilingual 
children in China (I have also had communication and instructions from my principal 
supervisor Associate Professor Ruying Qi – she was my mentor at that time about the 
procedure of data collection before commencing on my PhD study in Australia). I 
have strongly adhered to research ethics during every step of data collection.  
 
Before the data collection in the childcare centre, I had already worked there as a part 
time teacher as well as a volunteer helper for two years. I was once a staff working in 
a university in China. All the parents and teachers participated in the research know 
my identity and affiliation as well as the purpose of the research project. First, I have 
gained the parents’ as well as the school’s consent for data collection. Children of 
native English speakers were sent to this childcare to learn Mandarin, and their 
parents were very much concerned about their children’s progress of learning 
Mandarin. The parents were very supportive of my research as they could be informed 
about their children’s Mandarin development and use in the childcare, and some 
suggestions to facilitate Mandarin learning from my expertise.  
 
Second, in data collection, every child, teacher and parent participant has been fully 
respected for volunteer participation, withdrawal any time. Third, data collection 
should not interfere the regular routine of the schooling. Fourth, confidentiality of the 
school and the participants are always maintained to protect the privacy of all 
participants. 
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Appendix D  Parents’ Approval for Data Collection 
 
Dear _____________________’ s Parents, 
 
Thanks for your time to read this letter. I am an English teacher in Xi’an University of 
Arts and Science. 
 
In recent years, I have become more and more interested in children acquiring two 
languages in their childhood. Your child’s development of Chinese in the kindergarten 
is amazing, which has aroused my curiosity for a research about their development of 
Chinese along with acquiring English (English acquisition). The Chinese they 
produce in the kindergarten are precious data both for academic research and practical 
examples of bringing up bilingual children. 
 
It is very important to get your consent for collecting data. Data collection means 
that some of your child’s words especially Chinese words produced in the 
kindergarten will be recorded in audio/video/diary forms. I assure that these data will 
be restricted to academic use. I would be very much grateful to get your consent. 
However, you would also be appreciated if you don’t think it appropriate. Signing 
your name and returning this letter to me would confirm your consent. 
 
 
 
 
 Signature: __________________          Date__________________________ 
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Appendix E  A Questionnaire to Parents of Bilingual Children 
 
 
Dear _____________________’ s Parents, 
 
Your children’s bilingual development of Chinese and English has been arousing 
my curiosity for a research to find out the successful cases for bringing up 
bilingual children. You would be very much appreciated by taking time to answer 
some questions concerning it.  
Date：_____________________________________ 
Name of Your Child ___________；(Chinese name )_________________ 
Gender (please circle)____M/F___ 
Date of Birth_______________ 
1. When was your child’s first exposure to English? 
From Birth（      ）   
Other Time : when he/she was ___(years) ______(months) 
2.  When was your child’s first exposure to Chinese? 
From Birth (    ) 
Time attending Joyful Kindergarten: when he/she was ___years ___months old 
Other Time : when he/she was ___years ______months old 
3. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the 
proficiency/competency with which your child can understand English and 
Chinese compared with native monolinguals of the same age? 
(1) How proficient is your child in understanding English? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
   1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
(2) How proficient is your child in understanding Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
   1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
4. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the 
proficiency/competency with which your child can speak English and Chinese 
compared with native monolinguals of the same age? 
(1) How proficient is your child in speaking English? 
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Very few words                               Native proficiency 
1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
(2) How proficient is your child in speaking Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
 
5. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the personality of your 
child? 
Very introvert                                 Very extrovert 
1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
 
6. Does your child speak Chinese at home? 
seldom (   )   sometimes(     )   often(    )   very often(   ) 
7. Does your child play with Chinese kids outside school? 
seldom (    )   sometimes(     )   often(    )   very often(   ) 
8. How many hours can your child hear Chinese for a week including school time? 
About________ hours a week 
9. (1) Is there a Chinese helper (   ) or a tutor(    )coming to your house? 
Yes (      )     No (       )   
     (2) What language does the Chinese helper /tutor mainly speak? 
  Chinese (     ) for (   %)   English (      ) for (   %) 
    (3) How many hours does the helper (tutor) stay in your house for a week? 
   About________ hours a week 
    (4) Is the helper/tutor talkative? 
Very (    )    Average (     )    No (      ) 
10. Do the older siblings speak Chinese to the younger one? How often? 
Very Often (    )  Often (      )  Sometimes (     )  Seldom(    ) 
11. Can you just briefly describe your child’s Chinese environments on summer and 
winter holidays when they were not at school? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________ 
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12. Are there any long periods (more than two months) that your child was deprived 
of Chinese environment? What is the influence on your child’s development of 
Chinese? Please describe briefly. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix F  Parents’ Language Use on Bilingual Parenting 
 
Name of Your Child  __________    Relationship with the child  _________ 
1. How long have you been staying in China? 
_____years______months 
2. How many years have you learnt Chinese? 
_____years______months  for Mother  _____years______months  for Father 
3. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate your motivation on 
how much you expect your child to have a good command of Chinese. 
It doesn’t matter                                Great expectation 
        1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
4. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the 
proficiency/competency with which the Mother can understand and speak 
Chinese? 
(1) How proficient is the Mother in understanding Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
1      2      3      4      5       6        7 
(2) How proficient is the Mother in speaking Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
5. Compared with other non-native Chinese speakers you know, what is the 
Mother’s proficiency in understanding and speaking Chinese?  
Excellent (     )  Good (      )   Average (      )   Beginner (    ) 
6. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the 
proficiency/competency with which the Father can understand and speak 
Chinese? 
(3) How proficient is the Father in understanding Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
1      2      3      4      5       6        7 
(4) How proficient is he Father in speaking Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
   1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
7. Compared with other non-native Chinese speakers you know, what is the Father’s 
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proficiency in understanding and speaking Chinese?  
Excellent (     )  Good (      )   Average (      )   Beginner (    ) 
8. How often does the Father speak Chinese to the child? 
seldom (   )   sometimes(     )   often(    )   very often(   ) 
9. How often does the Mother speak Chinese to your child? 
seldom (   )   sometimes(     )   often(    )   very often(   ) 
10. Which language does the Father mainly use to communicate with Chinese people 
especially those who have a good command of English? 
Chinese (       )             English (         )    
11.  Which language does the Mother mainly use to communicate with Chinese 
people especially those who have a good command of English? 
Chinese (       )             English (         )  
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Appendix G   Interview with the bilingual Children’s Parents 
 
1. Your children’s Chinese is growing very fast. What is the most important reason 
for that? 
你们家的孩子汉语进步很快，你认为主要的原因是什么？ 
2. Do you know your child’s best friends? Who are they? 
有哪些小朋友和你的孩子是好朋友？ 
3. Apart from the time at school, do your kids play with Chinese children? How 
often? 
除了在学校的时间，你们的孩子会和其他中国孩子一起玩儿吗？经常吗？ 
4. Do your children watch Chinese TV programs at home? How often? 
孩子们在家里看中文电视节目吗？ 
5. Apart from being at school, in what situations would your children speak 
Chinese?  
除了在学校的时间，你们的孩子在什么情况下会讲汉语？ 
6. Will your children go to Chinese primary school after graduation from the 
kindergarten? 
你的孩子上完幼儿园会在中国上小学吗？ 
7. In what situations would you and your spouse speak Chinese to your children? 
How often? 
你们会在什么情况给你的孩子讲汉语？经常吗？ 
8. Do you speak Chinese with your spouse? How often? 
你和你的配偶讲汉语吗？经常吗？ 
9. Research shows that the minority language is often the weak language for 
bilingual children. But bilingual children here in Xi’an are English-dominant 
though the language in society is Chinese. What’s your opinion on it? 
以往的研究表明，双语儿童的少数语言通常是弱势语言，例如在美国华人家
庭的孩子通常英语比汉语要更好，按理说在中国的美国家庭的孩子应该汉语
比英语更强势，但事实却并非如此，对此你的观点是什么？ 
10. What do you think of the roles of older siblings on the development of two 
languages （Chinese in particular）for the younger ones, especially the case from 
your family? 
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你觉得哥哥姐姐在弟弟和妹妹的语言发展特别是汉语的发展会产生什么样的
影响？ 
 
Note： The interview will be conducted in Chinese; however, the parents are free 
to choose the language to answer the questions. It is intended to know more about 
the bilingual children’s language environments and the parents’ Chinese 
proficiency. Audio recordings will be made during the interview.  
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Appendix H  Teachers' Observations and Ratings on the Bilingual Children’s 
Language Use 
 
Name of the Child___________     Gender (please circle)____M/F___ 
Age of the Child________          Date of Attending the Kindergarten________ 
 
1. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the 
proficiency/competency with which the child can understand Chinese compared 
with native monolinguals of the same age? 
How proficient is your child in understanding Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
   1       2      3      4      5       6        7 
2. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the 
proficiency/competency with which the child can speak Chinese compared with 
native monolinguals of the same age? 
How proficient is your child in speaking Chinese? 
Very few words                               Native proficiency 
1      2      3      4      5       6        7 
3. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the frequency with 
which the child use English in your class, especially responding your questions. 
Almost never                                  almost all time 
1      2      3      4      5       6        7 
4. Please circle a number on the rating scale below to indicate the frequency with 
which the child use Chinese in your class, especially responding your questions. 
Almost never                                  almost all time 
1      2      3      4      5       6        7 
5. Which language does the child speak to you when he/she needs your help or when 
he/she wants to tell you something?  
mostly English                                  mostly Chinese   
1        2       3       4       5      6     7 
6. Who does this child often speak to and play with, especially during the break time 
and after lunch?  
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__________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
7. Other things you want to mention concerning the bilingual child’s use of two 
languages in the childcare center. 
__________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date（filling the form）_____________________ 
   
 
 
